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PKEFACE. 


The Lectures comprised in the present Volumes form 
the second and concluding portion of the Biennial Course 
on Metaphysics and Logic, which was commenced by 
Sir William Hamilton on his election to the Professorial 
Chair in 1836, and repeated, with but slight alterations, 
till his decease in 1856. The Appendix contains various 
papers, composed for the most part during this period, 
which, though portions of their contents were publicly 
taught at least as early as 1840, were only to a very 
small extent incorporated into the text of the Lectures. 

The Lectures on Logic, like those on Metaphysics, 
were chiefly composed during the session in which they 
were first delivered (1837-8) ; and the statements made 
in the preface to the previous volumes, as regards the cir- 
cumstances and manner of their composition, arc equally 
applicable to the present course. In this, as in the 
preceding series, the Author has largely availed himself 
of the labours of previous writers, many of whom arc 
but little known in this country. To the works of the 
German logicians of the present century, particularly to 
those of Krug and Esscr, these Lectures are under espe- 
cial obligations. 
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In the compilation of the Appendix, some responsi- 
bility rests with the Editors ; and a few words of explan- 
ation may be necessary as regards the manner in which 
they have attempted to perform this portion of their task. 
In publishing the papers of a deceased writer, composed 
at various intervals during a long period of years, and 
treating of difficult and controverted questions, there are 
two opposite dangers to be guarded against. On the 
one hand, there is the danger of compromising the 
Author’s reputation by the publication of documents 
which his maturer judgment might not have sanctioned ; 
and, on the other hand, there is the danger of commit- 
ting an opposite injury to him and to the public, by 
withholding writings of interest and value. Had Sir 
William Hamilton, at any period of his life, published a 
systematic treatise on Logic, or had his projected New 
Analytic of Logical Forms been left in a state at aU 
approaching to completeness, the Editors might probably 
have obtained a criterion by which to distinguish between 
those speculations which would have received the final 
imprimatur of their Author, and those which would not. 
In the absence of any such criterion, they have thought 
it better to run the risk of giving too much than too 
little ; to publish whatever appeared to have any philo- 
sophical or historical interest, without being influenced 
by its coincidence with their own opinions, or by its 
coherence with other parts of the Author’s writings. It 
is possible that, among the papers thus published, may 
be found some which are to be considered rather as 
experimental exercises than as approved results ; but no 
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IX 


papers have been intentionally omitted, except such as 
were either too fragmentary to he intelligible, or mani- 
festly imperfect sketches of what has been published 
here or elsewhere in a more matured form. 

The Notes, in these as in the previous volumes, are 
divided into three classes. Those printed from the 
manuscript of the Lectures appear without any dis- 
tinctive mark ; those supplied from the Author’s Com- 
monplace-Book and other papers are enclosed within 
square brackets without signature ; and those added by 
the Editors 'are marked by the signature “ Ed.” These 
last, as in the Lectures on Metaphysics, are chiefly con- 
fined to occasional explanations of the text and verifica- 
tions of references. 

In conclusion, the Editors desire to express their ac- 
knowledgments to those friends from whom they have 
received assistance in tracing the numerous quotations 
and aUusions scattered through these and the preceding 
volumes. In particular, their thanks are due to Hubert 
Hamilton, Esq., whose researches among his father’s 
books and papers have suppbed them with many valu- 
able materials ; and to H. W. Chandler, Esq., Fellow of 
Pembroke College, Oxford, who has aided them from the 
resources of a philosophical learning cognate in many 
respects to that of Sir William Hamilton himself. 
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LECTURE 1“ 
INTRODUCTION. 


00 


NAZ/Q ^^^ 
ROMA^^j 


•» y 


LOGIC. — I. ITS DEFINITION. 


Gentlemen, — We are now about to enter on the con- lect. 
sideration of one of the most important branches of 


mental philosophy, — the science which is conversant 
about the Laws of Thought.^ But, before commencing 
the discussion, I would premise a word in regard to 
the mode in which it ought to be conducted, with a 
view to your information and improvement. The End of 
great end which every instructor ought to propose 
in the communication of a science, is, to afford the 
student clear and distinct notions of its several parts, 
of their relations to each other, and to the whole of 
which they are the constituents. For unless he ac- 
complish this, it is of comparatively little moment 
that his information be in itself either new or impor- 
tant ; for of what consequence are all the qualities of 
a doctrine, if that doctrine be not communicated ? — 
and communicated it is not, if it be not understood. 

a The first seven Lectures of the of Logic proper. — E d. 

Metaphysical Course, (Lectures on S For some remarks on the char- 
Metaphysics, voL i. p. 1-128), were acter and comprehension of Logic, 
delivered by Sir W. Hamilton as a see Appendix I. — Ed. 

General Introduction to the Course 

VOL. I. A 
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LECT. 

I. 


Methods of 
writteo ftnd 
orml instnic* 
tion differ* 
ent. 


Use of Text- 
book in a 
systematic 
course of 
Lectures. 


But in the communication of a doctrine, the me- 
thods to be followed by an instructor who writes, 
and by an instructor who speaks, are not the same. 
They are, in fact, to a certain extent, necessarily dif- 
ferent : for, while the reader of the one can always 
be referred back or forward, can always compare one 
part of a book with another, and can always meditate 
at leisure on each step of the evolution ; the hearer 
of the other, on the contrary, must at every moment 
be prepared, by what has preceded, to comprehend at 
once what is to ensue. The oral instructor has thus 
a much more arduous problem to solve, in accom- 
plishing the end which he proposes. For if, on the 
one hand, he avoid obscurity by communicating only 
what can easily be understood as isolated fragments, 
he is intelligible only because he communicates no- 
thing worth learning ; and if, on the other, he be 
unintelligible in proportion as his doctrine is concate- 
nated and systematic, he equally fails in his attempt ; 
for as, in the one case, there is nothing to teach, so, 
in the other, there is nothing taught. It is, therefore, 
evident, that the oral instructor must accommodate his 
mode of teaching to the circumstances under which 
he acts. He must endeavour to make his audience 
fully understand each step of his movement, before 
another is attempted ; and he must prepare them for 
details by a previous survey of generals. In short, 
what follows should always be seen to evolve itself 
out of what precedes. It is in consequence of this 
condition of oral instruction, that, where the develop- 
ment of a systematic doctrine is attempted in a course 
of Lectures, it is usual for the lecturer to facibtate the 
labour to his pupils and himself, by exhibiting in a 
Manual or Textbook the order of his doctrine and a 
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summary of its contenta As I liave not been able to lect. 
prepare this useful subsidiary, I shall endeavour, as — — 
far as possible, to supply its want. I shall, in the first method of 
place, endeavom always to present you with a general "* ‘ 
statement of every doctrine to be explained, before 
descending to the details of explanation ; and in order 
that you may be insured in distincter and more com- 
prehensive notions, I shall, where it is possible, com- 
prise the general statements in Propositions or Para- 
graphs, which I shall slowly dictate to you, in order 
that they may be fuUy taken down in writing. This 
being done, I shall proceed to analyse these proposi- 
tions or paragraphs, and to explain their clauses in 
detail This, I may observe, is the method followed 
in those countries where instruction by prelection is 
turned to the best account ; — it is the one prevalent 
on the Continent, more especially in the universities 
of Germany and Holland. 

In pursuance of this plan, I at once commence by 
giving you, as the first proposition or paragraph, the 
following. I may notice, however, by parenthesis, 
that, as we may have sometimes occasion to refer 
articulately to these propositions, it would be proper 
for you to distinguish them by sign and number. 

The first paragraph, then, is this : — 


IF I. A System of Logical Instruction consists Pw. i. 
of Two Parts, — 1°, Of an Introduction to theg^mmo* 
science ; 2°, Of a Body of Doctrine constituting 
the Science itself. 


These, of course, are to be considered in their order. 

P*r, II. 

^ 11. The Introduction to Logic should afford Th« hin>. 

» /* 11 • • *iiTi • durtion to 

answers to the following questions; — i. What is Lope. 
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LECT. Logic 1 ii. What is its Value ? iiL What arc 

I. . ° . 

— ^ — its Divisions ? iv. What is its History 1 and, 

V. What is its Bibliography, that is, what are 
the best books upon the subject ? 

In regard to the first of these questions, it is evi- 
dent that the answer to it is given in a definition of 
Logic. I, therefore, dictate to you the third paragraph. 

Pw. ni. IT III. What is Logic ? Ansiver — Logic is the 

lion of Science of the Laws of Thought as Thought. 

Logic. 

Expiicn- This definition, however, cannot be understood 
without an articulate exposition of its several parts. 
I, therefore, proceed to this analysis and explanation, 
and shall consider it under the three following heads. 
In the first, I shall consider the meaning, and history, 
and synonyms of the word Logic. In the second, I 
shall consider the Genus of Logic, that is, explain 
why it is defined as a Science. In the third, I 
shall consider the Object-matter of Logic, that is, 
explain to you what is meant by saying, that it is 
conversant about the Laws of Thought as Thought. 

1. Thowoni First, then, in regard to the signification of the 
lu^HiTtory. word. Logic, you are aware, is a Greek word, \oyiKtj ; 
and Xoywoj, like ypa/x^aTt»oj, ^ropiKij, TrorjTiicj, Bia- 
XcKTiicj, I need hardly tell you, is an adjective, one 
or other of the substantives iirumjpr], science, Tcyyrf, 
art, or wpaypaTeia, study, or rather matted' of study, 
being understood. The term \oyucq, in this special 
signification, and as distinctly marking out a parti- 
cular science, is not so old as the constitution of that 
Ariiiotio. science itself. Aristotle did not designate by the 
term Xoyuaj, the science whose doctrine he first fully 
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developed. He uses, indeed, the adjective Xoyucos in lbct. 

various combinations with other substantives. Thus ^ — 

I find in his Physics \cyiio) dnopia,’^ — in his Rhetoric, 

Xoyt/cai BvcrxepeUu,^ — in his Metaphysics, Xoyifcai 
d7To8«i^ei5,'“' — in his Posterior Analytics, evia Xoycjcd,* 

— in his Topics, \oyiKov irpdpkypa’ He, likewise, not 
unfrequently makes use of the adverb XoyiKm.^ By 
whom the term \oyi.K^ was first applied, as the word 
expressive of the science, does not appear. Boethius, Ancient 
who flourished at the close of the fifth and commence- teticST 
ment of the sixth century, says, in his Commentary 
on the Topics of Cicero,'' that the name of Logic was 
first given by the ancient Peripatetics. In the works Aiewnder 
of Alexander of Aphrodisias, the oldest commentator liu. 
we possess on the works of Aristotle, (he flourished 
towards the end of the second century), the term 
Xoyucj, both absolutely and in combination with 
irpaypaTeia, Ac., is frequently employed ; ® and the 
word is familiar in the writings of all the subsequent 
Aristotelians. Previously, however, to Alexander, it cicem. 
is evident that \oyuct) had become a common desig- 
nation of the science ; for it is once and again thus 

d L. iiL o. 3 : 'Ex«i 8 ’ Airopicu’ A 071 - 8 L. i. 0 . 24. — Ed. 

irtir. “ Dubitatiooem quai non e renun < L. ▼. c. 1. — Eo. 

aiugularium (phyaicarum)contempla- C g'l Pont., i. 21, 32; 

tiune, sed e ratiocinstione sola orta Phys., viU. 8 ; Metaph., vi. 4, 17 ; xi. 
est.” Waitz, ad Arist. Org., voL ii. 1 . — Ed. 
p. 354. Logical ami dialectical rea- 1 ) L. i. sub. inil, — Ed. 
soning in Aristotle mean the same 9 See esi>ecially his commentary 
thing, — viz. reasoning fonnded only on the Prior Analytics, f. 2, {Scholia, 
on general principles of probability, ed. Brandis, p. 141), where he di- 
not on necessary truths or on special rides 4 Airyuc^ tc ical coXSoytaraAi 
experiences. — Eo. wpayiurrsla into four branches, in- 

3 This expression occurs not in the 8tiirTur4, 8iaA<KTuc4, mpeumri), and 
Rhetoric, but in the Metaphysics, L. o's^urriic^. Here Logic is used in a 
iii. (iv.) c. 3, and L. xiii. (xiv.) c. 1. wider sense than the adjective and 
In the Rhetoric we find theexpression adverb bear in Aristotle, while the 
\oyiKol ovWoytirpol, L. i. c. 1 . — Ed. cognate term dto/eefte retains its ori* 

7 L. xiii. (xir.) c. I. Cl.DeOmcr. ginal signification. — E d. 

Anim., ii. 8 . — Ed. 
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LBCT, 

!. 


b. Its tleri- 
v»tioQ tnd 
meftuing. 

Twofold 
meaning of 


How ei- 
pr e ssed by 
Aristotle. 


By others. 


applied by Cicero.® So much for the history of the 
word Logic, in so far as regards its introduction and 
earlier employment. We have now to consider its 
derivation and meaning. 

It is derived from Xdyos, and it had primarily the 
same latitude and variety of signification as its origi- 
nal. What then did Xdyos signify ? In Greek this 
word had a twofold meaning. It denoted both thought 
and its expression ; it was equivalent both to the ratio 
and to the oralio of the Latins. The Greeks, in order 
to obviate the ambiguity thus arising from the con- 
fusion of two different things under one expression, 
were compelled to add a differential epithet to the 
common term. Aristotle, to contradistinguish Xoyos, 
meaning thought, from Xoyos, meaning speech, calls 
the former tov €<to>, — rov iv rp ^l>uxg, — that within , — 
that in the mind ; and the latter, toi* efew, — that with- 
out/ The same distinction came subsequently to be 
expressed by the Xoyos ivSuWeroi, for thought, the 
verhum mentis; and by Xoyos Trpo<f>optK6^, for lan- 
guage, the verhum oris/ It was necessary to give you 
this account of the ambiguity of the word Xoyos, 
because the same passed into its derivative \oyucj ; 
and it also was necessary that you should be made 
aware of the ambiguity in the name of the science, 
because this again exerted an influence on the views 
adopted in regard to the object-matter of the science. 


aSeeDejPinibui,i.T i Tasc. Quccst., 
iv, 14. Cicero probably borrowed 
this use of the term from the Stoics, 
to whose fonnder, Zeno, Laertins (vii. 
39) ascribes the origin of the division 
of Philosophy into Logic, Physics, 
and Ethics, sometimes crroneonsly 
attributed to Plato. — E d. 

S Anal. Post., i. 10 . — Ed. 
y E. g. , Philo, De Vita Mosis, p. 67 2, 


edit. Paris, 1640; Plutarch, Philos, 
f.sse mm principibus, c. 2, (vol. ii. p. 
777, C., ed. Francof., 1620) ; Sextus 
Empiriens, Pyrrh. Jlyp. , i. 65 ; Sim- 
plicius, In Cattg. Arist., p. 7 ; Damas- 
cenus. Fid. Orthod., ii. 21. The ex- 
pressions probably orig;inated with 
the Stoics. .See Wyttenbach’s note 
on Plutarch's Morolia, p. 44 A, (tom. 
vi.jNirs l,p., 378, ed.Oxon, 1810. )—En. 
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But what, it may be asked, was the appellation of l^. 
the science before it had obtained the name of Logic f ^ — 

for, as I have said, the doctrine had been discriminat- tiooTof the 
ed, and even carried to a very high perfection, before it »fi«rw»nu 
received the designation by which it is now generally LogU;. 
known. The most ancient name for what was subse- 
quently denominated Logic, was Dialectic. But this 
must be understood with certain limitations. By Plato 
the term Dialectic is frequently employed to mark out 
a particular section of philosophy. But this section is, 
with Plato, not coextensive with the domain of Logic ; 
it includes, indeed. Logic, but it does not exclude 
Metaphysic, for it is conversant not only about the 
form, but about the matter, of our knowledge. (The 
meaning of these expressions you are soon to learn.) 

This word, SuiXckti/c^ or iirumjitt) or npay- AioxnmJt— 

pareCa, being understood,) is derived, you are aware, logy!’™**" 
from hiaXeyea-0ax, to hold conversation or discourse 
together; cZtafcc^ic, therefore, literally signifies, a con- 
versation, colloquy, controversy, dispute. But Plato, Um of the 
who defined thought an internal discourse of the soul i«tic by“' 
with itself,” and who explained to ZiaktyeaBai by the 
ambiguous expression to \6y(p -)(pricr6cu,P did not 
certainly do violence either to the Greek language or 
to his own opinions, in giving the name of Dialectic 
to the process, not merely of logical inference, but 
of metaphysical speculation. In our own times the By H«g«i. 
Platonic signification of the word has been revived, 
and Hegel has applied it, in even a more restricted 
meaning, to metaphysical speculation alone. y 

a Fiachkber, p. 10 [Lehrbueh der ri¥ toi> itaA<7i ; AA. nctru yt. Of. 

Logit, Einleitung. S«e TheaUtus, p. Gawendi, Logica, Proonn. Opera, t. 

189 ; SophUta, p. 263 .— Ed.] i. p. 32 .— Ed. 

0 1. Aleib,, p. 129: Sfl. Tb t) y See Encyilopddie, % Si. — Ed. 
tiaX^ytgtm KoJ rh bify rai- 
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LECT. 

I. 

Aristotle'i 
employment 
of iHcUtctic, 


Of A Ml- 

Mt'ctir, To- 
pic. 


But if Plato employed the term Dialectic to denote 
more than Logic, Aristotle employed it to denote less. 
With him, Dialectic is not a term for the pure science, 
or the science in general, but for a particular and an 
applied part. It means merely the Logic of Probable 
Matter, and is thus convertible with what he other- 
wise denominates Topics {roTnicj.y This, I may ob- 
serve, has been very generally misunderstood, and it 
is commonly supposed that Aristotle uses the term 
Dialectic in two meanings, in one meaning for the 
science of Logic in general, in another for the Logic 
of Probabilities. This is, however, a mistake. There 
is, in fact, only a single passage in his writings, on 
the ground of which it can possibly be maintained 
that he ever employs Dialectic in the more exten- 
sive meaning. This is in his Rhetoric i. 1/ but the 
passage is not stringent, and Dialectic may there be 
plausibly interpreted in the more limited signification. 
But at any rate it is of no authority, for it is an evi- 
dent interpolation, — a mere gloss which has crept in 
from the margin into the text.'*' Thus it appears that 
Aristotle possessed no single term by which to desig- 
nate the general science of which he was the principal 
author and finisher. Analytic, and Apodeictic with 
Topic, (equivalent to Dialectic, and including Sophis- 
tic), were so many special names by which he denoted 
particular parts or particular applications of Logic. 
I say nothing of the vacillating and various employ- 
ment of the terms Logic and Dialectic by the Stoics, 


a TojncOi i. 1 : AiaXf«ri«e^f (rv\- y See Balforcus [^. JiaJforci Com- 
XoyuTfths 6 avXXoyi^6fityos. mcn/nrius in Or^nuin Lofficum Arh- 

— En. Buniigalie, 1618. Qu. IT. §3, 

$ XlfplUhcrvWoyurfiovSfiolwiwayTos p. 12. Muretua in bis version omits 
9iaA.€«rTiff^f/(rT(»'i8€ri',l^airr^s5Ai)s this passage as an inter{>o1ation. — 
^ fji4pous Ed. Ed.] 
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Epicureans, and other ancient schools of philosophy ; lect. 

and now proceed to explain to you the second head of 

the definition, — viz. the Genus, — class, of Logic, which 
I gave as Science. 

It was a point long keenly mooted by the old logi- 2. Logic,— 
Clans, whether Logie were a science, or an art, or -whether 
neither, or both ; and if a science, whether a science 5^^““ “ 
practical, or a science speculative, or at once specula- 
tive and practical." Plato and the Platonists viewed 
it as a science but with them Dialectic, as I have 
noticed, was coextensive with the Logic and Metaphy- 
sics of the Peripatetics taken together. By Aristotle 
himself Logic is not defined. The Greek Aristotelians, 
and many philosophers since the revival of letters, 
deny it to be either seience or art."'' The Stoics, in 
general, viewed it as a scienee ;* and the same was 
done by the Arabian and Latin schoolmen.' In more 
modern times, however, many Aristotelians, all the 
Ramists, and a majority of the Cartesians, maintained 
it to be an art ; ^ but a considerable party were found 
who defined it as both art and science.’’ In Germany, 
since the time of Leibnitz, Logic has been almost 
universally regarded as a seience. The controversy ■nie 
which has been waged on this point is perhaps one of “ ‘ *' 


a See Appendix II. — Eo. 

S [Camerarios, Duputaiionet Phito- 
mphica, p. 30.] [Pan L qn. 3, ed. 
Pariaii*, 1630. See alio qu. 4, p. 44. 
—Ed.] 

y [See Themiitiiu, In Anal. Pont., 
L. i. c. 24, [Opera, p. 6, Venice, 1554. 
— Ed.] Ammonias llcrmia>, InCateg., 
Pnet. [p. 3, ed. Aid. 1503. — Ed. ] Sim- 
plicius, In Cateij., Pnef. [§ 25, p. 5, 
ed. Basileie, 1551.— Ed.] Zabarella, 
Dt Natura Logica, [L. i. c. 5, et eeq . — 
Ed. ) Smiglecius, Logica, Disp. ii. qn. 
4, [p. 69, ed. Oxonii, 1668. — Ed.] 


Logica Con!mbricenm3 [Tract i. § 1, 
sub*. 4 et seg., p. 8, ed. 1711. — Eii.] 
Gerard John Vossias, VeNat. Artium, 
sire de. Logica, c. vi.] 

S [See Laertius, In Fila Zenonis, 
L. vii.] [§ 62 . — Ed.] 

« [Scotos, Prccdimmenta, Qu. i. Al. 
bertusMagnus, InDePrcedkabilibwi, 
c. 1.] 

( [ Ramus, Inst it. Dialect. , L i. c. I , 
Bnrgersdicius, Instil. Log., I... i. c. 1, 
§4.] 

n See Smiglecius, as above. — Ed. 
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Criticised. 


the most futile in the history of speeulation. In so 
far as Logic is concerned, the decision of the question 
is not of the very smallest import. It was not in 
consequence of any diversity of opinion in regard to 
the scope and nature of this doctrine, that philoso- 
phers disputed by what name it should be called. 
The controversy was, in fact, only about what was 
properly an art, and what was properly a science ; 
and as men attached one meaning or another to these 
terms, so did they affirm Logic to be an art, or a 
science, or both, or neither. I should not, in fact, have 
thought it necessary to say anything on this head, 
were it not to guard you against some mistakes of 
the respectable author, whose work on Logic I have 
recommended to your attention — I mean Dr Whately. 
In the opening sentence of his Elements, it is said: — 
“ Logic, in the most extensive sense which the name 
can with propriety be made to bear, may be considered 
as the Science, and also as the Art, of Reasoning. It 
investigates the principles on which argumentation is 
conducted, and furnishes rules to secure the mind 
from error in its deductions. Its most appropriate 
office, however, is that of instituting an analysis of 
the process of the mind in reasoning; and in this 
point of view it is, as has been stated, strictly a 
Science ; while considered in reference to the practical 
rules above mentioned, it may be called the Art of 
reasoning. This distinction, as will hereafter appear, 
has been overlooked or not clearly pointed out, by 
most writers on the subject; Logic having been in 
general regarded as merely an art, and its claim to 
hold a place among the sciences having been expressly 
denied.” 

This is from first to last erroneous. In the first 
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place, it is erroneous in what it says of the opinion lect. 
prevalent among philosophers in regard to the genus — ^ — 
of Logic. Logic was not, as is asserted, in general 
regarded as an art, and its claim to hold a place among 
the sciences expressly denied. The contrary would 
have been correct ; for the immense majority of logi- 
cians, ancient and modern, have regarded Logic as a 
science, and expressly denied it to be an art. In the 
second place, supposing Dr Whately’s acceptation of 
the terms art and science to be correct, there is not a 
previous logician who would have dreamt of denying 
that, on such an acceptation. Logic was both a science 
and an art. But in the third place, the discrimination 
itself of art and science is wrong. Dr Whately considers 
science to be any knowledge viewed absolutely, and 
not in relation to practice — a signification in which 
every art would, in its doctrinal part, be a science ; 
and he defines art to be the application of knowledge 
to practice, in which sense Ethics, Politics, Religion, 
and all practical sciences, would be arts. The dis- 
tinction of arts and sciences is thus wrong.** But in 
the fourth place, were the distinction correct, it would • 
be of no value, for it would distinguish nothing, since 
art and science would mark out no real difference 
between the various branches of knowledge, but only 
different points of view under which the same branch 
might be contemplated by us, — each being in different 
relations at once a science and an art. In fact. Dr 
Whately confuses the distinction of science theoretical 
and science practical with the distinction of science 
and art I am well aware that it would be no easy 
matter to give a general definition of science as con- 
tradistinguished from art, and of art as contradistin- 

a Cotn(>arc Leeiures on vol. i. p. 115 
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LECT. guished from science; but if the words themselves 
— ^ — cannot validly be discriminated, it would be absurd 
to attempt to discriminate anything by them. When 

1, therefore, define Logic by the genus science, I do 
not attempt to give it more than the general deno- 
mination of a branch of knowledge ; for I reserve the 
discrimination of its peculiar character to the differen- 
tial quality afforded by its object-matter. You will 
find, when we have discussed the third head of the 
definition, that Logic is not only a science, but a 
demonstrative or apodictic science ; but so to have 
defined it, would have been tautological, for a science 
conversant about laws is conversant about necessary 
matter, and a science conversant about necessary 
matter is demonstrative. 

8. Lo^ic,— I proceed, therefore, to the third and last head of 
the definition, — to explain what is meant by the 
object-matter of Logic, — viz. the Laws of Thought as 
Thought The consideration of this head naturally 
dividesitself into three questions, — 1, What is Thought? 

2, What is Thought as Thought ? 3, What are the Laws 
* of Thought as Thought ? 

a. Thought, In the first place, then, in saying that Logic is 
conversant about Thought, we mean to say that it is 
conversant about thought strictly so called. The term 
thought is used in two significations of different extent. 

In iu wilier III tlic wider meaning, it denotes every cognitive act 

er meuiing. whatever ; by some philosophers, as Descartes and his 
disciples, it is even used for every mental modification 
of which we are conscious, and thus includes the Feel- 
ings, the Volitions, and the Desires." In the more 

a Descartes, Principia, )«rs i. S 9 : scientia est. Atque ita non modo 

"CogitatiouM nomine intclligo ilia intelligere, velle,imaginari,sed etiam 
omnia quie nobis consciis in nobis sentire, idem est hie quod cogitare.” 
liunt, quatenus oorum in nobis con. — Eo. 
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limited meaning, it denotes only the acts of the Under- lktt. 

standing properly so called, that is, of the Faculty of 

Comparison, or that which I distinguished as the Ela- 
borative or Discursive Faculty." It is in this more 
restricted signification that thought is said to he the 
object-matter of Logic. Thus Logic does not consider 
the laws which regulate the other powers of mind. It the iphen. 
takes no immediate account of the faculties by which 
we acquire the rude materials of knowledge ; it sup- 
poses these materials in possession, and considers only 
the manner of their elaboration. It takes no account, 
at least in the department of Pure Logic, of Memory 
and Imagination, or of the blind laws of Association, 
but confines its attention to connections regulated by 
the laws of intelligence. Finally, it does not consider 
the laws themselves of Intelligence as given in the 
Regulative Faculty, — Intelligence, — Common Sense; 
for in that faculty these laws are data, facts, ultimate 
and, consequently, inconceivable ; but whatever tran- 
scends the sphere of the conceivable transcends the 
sphere of Logic. 

Such are the functions about which Logic is not con- 
versant, and such, in the limited signification of the 
word, are the acts which are not denominated Thought. 

We have hitherto found what thought is not, we must 
now endeavour to determine generally what it is. 

The contemplation of the world presents to our sub- Tkongu 
sidiary faculties a multitude of objects. These objects 
are the rude materials submitted to elaboration by a 
higher and self-active faculty, which operates upon 
them in obedience to certain laws and in conformity 
to certain ends. The operation of this faculty is 
Thought. All thought is a comparison, a recognition 

a See Lectura on ifetapkj/ties, Lect. xxxir., vol. ii p. 277 . — Ed. 
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of similarity or difference ; a conjunction or disjunc- 
tion, in other words, a synthesis or analysis of its ob- 
jects. In Conception, that is, in the formation of con- 
cepts (or general notions), it compares, disjoins or 
conjoins attributes; in an act of Judgment, it com; 
pares, disjoins or conjoins concepts ; in Reasoning, it 
compares, disjoins or conjoins judgments. In each 
step of this process there is one essential element ; to 
think, to compare, to conjoin or disjoin, it is necessary 
to recognise one thing through or under another, and, 
therefore, in defining Thought proper, we may either 
define it as an act of comparison, or as a recognition 
of one notion as in or under another. It is in per- 
forming this act of thinking a thing under a general 
notion, that we are said to understand or comprehend 
it. For example : An object is presented, say a book ; 
this object determines an impression, and I am even 
conscious of the impression, but without recognising 
to myself what the thing is ; in that case, there is only 
a perception, and not properly a thought. But sup- 
pose I do recognise it for what it is, in other words, 
compare it with and reduce it under a certain concept, 
class, or complement of attributes, which I call booi ; 
in that case, there is more than a perception, — there is 
a thought 

All this will, however, be fully explained in the 
sequel ; at present I only attempt to give you a rude 
notion of what thinking is, to the end that you may 
be able vaguely to comprehend the limitation of Logic 
to a certain department of our cognitive functions, 
and what is meant by saying that Logic is a science 
of thought. 

But Thought simply is still too undetermined ; the 
proper object of Logic is something still more definite ; 
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it is not thought in general, but thought considered l^. 

merely as thought, of which this science takes cognis 

ance. This expression requires explanation ; we come 
therefore to the second question, — What is meant by 
Thought as Thought! 

To answer this question, let us remember what has 
just been said of the act constitutive of thought, — viz. 
that it is the recognition of a thing as coming under 
a concept ; in other words, the marking an object by 
an attribute or attributes previously known as common 
to sundry objects, and to which we have accordingly 
given a general name. “ In this process we are able, by 
abstraction, to distinguish from each other, — 1°, TheM»tt«r«nd 
object thought of; and, 2°, The kind and manner of Thought 
thinking it. Let us, employing the old and established 
technical expressions, call the first of these the matter, 
the second the form, of the thought. For example, when 
1 think that the book before me is a folio, the matter of 
this thought is book and folio, the form of it is a judg- 
ment. Now it is abundantly evident, that this analy- 
sis of thought into two phases or sides is only the work 
of a scientific discrimination and contrast ; for as, on 
the one hand, the matter of which we think is only 
cogitable through a certain form, so, on the other, the 
form under which we think cannot be realised in con- 
sciousness, unless in actual application to an object.” “ 

Now, when I said that Logic was conversant about lo^c pi»- 
thought considered merely as thought, I meant simply Tenant only 
to say, that Logic is conversant with the form of Form of 
thought to the exclusion of the matter. This being 
understood, I now proceed to show how Logic only 
proposes, — how Logic only can propose, the form of 
thought for its object of consideration. It is indeed 

a Eaanr, Logit, § 3, p. 4, 2d edit. Mttnater, laW. — Ei>. 
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LECT. true, that this limitation of Logic to the form of thought 
— ^ — has not always been kept steadily in view by logicians, 
that it is only gradually that proper views of the 
science have been speculatively adopted, and still more 
gradually that they have been carried practically into 
effect, insomuch that to the present hour, as I shall 
hereafter show you, there are sundry doctrines still 
taught as logical, which, as relative to the matter of 
thought, are in fact foreign to the science of its form. 
Thi. shown “ But although it is impossible to show by the history 
derMioD of of the science, that Logic is conversant with the form, 
!i^d to the exclusion of the matter, of thought ; this can, 
however, be satisfactorily done by a consideration of 
the nature and conditions of the thing itself. For, if 
it be maintained that Logic takes not merely the form 
but the matter of thought into account, (the matter, 
you will recollect, is a collective expression for the 
several objects about which thought is conversant), in 
that case. Logic must either consider all those objects 
without distinction, or make a selection of some alone. 
Now the former of these alternatives is manifestly 
impossible ; for if it were required that Logic should 
comprise a full discussion of all cogitable objects, in 
other words, if Logic must draw within its sphere all 
other sciences, and thus constitute itself in fact the 
one universal science, every one at once perceives the 
absurdity of the requisition and the impossibility of 
its fulfilment. But is the second alternative more 
reasonable 1 Can it be proposed to Logic to take 
cognisance of certain objects of thought to the exclu- 
sion of others 'i On this supposition, it must be shown 
W'hy Logic should consider this particular object and 
not also that ; but as none but an arbitrary answer, 
that is no answer at all, can be given to this interro- 
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gatioD, the absurdity of this alternative is no less lect. 
manifest than that of the other. The particular ob- — ^ — 
jects, or the matter of thought, being thus excluded, 
the form of human thought alone remains as the ob- 
ject-matter of our science ; in other words, Logic has 
only to do with thinking as thinking, and has no, at 
least no immediate, concernment with that which is 
thought about. Logic thus obtains, in common par- 
lance, the appellation of a formal science, not indeed 
in the sense as if Logic had only a form and not an 
object, but simply because the form of human thought 
is the object of logic ; so that the title fomud science 
is properly only an abbreviated expression.” “ 

I proceed now to the third question under this o.Th«L«wi 
head, — viz. What is meant by the Laws of Thought uTh^t. 
as Thought ? in other words. What is meant by the 
Formal Laws of Thought ? 

We have already limited the object of Logic to the 
form of thought. But there is still required a last and 
final limitation ; for this form contains more than 
Logic can legitimately consider. “ Human thought, 
regarded merely in its formal relation, may be con- 
sidered in a twofold point of view ; for, on the one 
hand, it is either known to us merely from experience 
or observation, — we are merely aware of its pheeno- 
mena historically or empirically, or, on the other, by 
a reflective speculation, — by analysis and abstraction, 
we seek out and discriminate in the manifestations of 
thought what is contained of necessary and universal. 

The empirical or historical consideration of our think- 
ing faculty does not belong to Logic, but to tbe Phse- 
nomenology of Mind, — to Psychology. The empirical 

a Esaer, Logtk, § 3, pp. 6, 6. CL 17 et teq. 2d edit. 1819 .— Ed. 

King, Denllthre Oder Logik, J 8, p. 

VOL. I. B 
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L^. observation of the phsenomena necessarily, indeed, 
— ^ — precedes their speculative analysis But notwith- 
standing this. Logic possesses a peculiar province of 
its owTi, and constitutes an independent and exclusive 
science. For where our empirical consideration of the 
mind terminates, there our speculative consideration 
commences ; the necessary elements which the latter 
secures from the contingent materials of observation, 
— these are what constitute the laws of thought as 
thought." “ 

a Cf. Euer, LogUc, § 4, pp. 6, 7 . — Ed. 
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LECTURE II. 

INTRODUCTION. 

LOGIC — I. ITS DEFINITION. — HISTORICAL NOTICES OF 
OPINIONS REGARDING ITS OBJECT AND DOMAIN. — 

II. ITS UTILITY. 

In my last Lecture I commenced the consideration of lect. 
Logic, — of Logic properly so denominated, — a science 
for the cultivation of which every European university 
has provided a special chair, but which, in this country, 
in consequence of the misconceptions which have lat- 
terly arisen in regard to its nature and its end, has 
been very generally superseded : insomuch that, for a 
considerable period, the chairs of Logic in our Scottish 
universities have in fact taught almost everything 
except the doctrine which they were established to 
teach. After some precursory observations in regard 
to the mode of communication which I should follow 
in my lectures on this subject, I entered on the treat- 
ment of the science itself, and stated to you that a 
systematic view of Logic would consist of two parts, 
the one being an Introduction to the doctrine, the 
other a body of the Doctrine itself. In the introduc- 
tion were considered certain preparatory points, neces- 
sary to be understood before entering on the discus- 
sion of the science itself; and I stated that these 
preparatory points were, in relation to our science, 
exhausted in five questions and their answers — 1°, 
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What is Logic ? 2°, What is its value ? 3°, How is it 
distributed ? 4°, What is its history ? 5°, What are its 
subsidiaries ? 

I then proceeded to the consideration of the first of 
these questions ; and, as the answer to the question, 
— what is Logic "? — is given in its definition, I defined 
Logic to be the science conversant about the laws of 
thought considered merely as thought ; warning you, 
however, that this definition could only be understood 
after an articulate explanation of its contents. Now 
this definition, I showed you, naturally fell into three 
parts, and each of these parts it behoved to consider 
and illustrate by itself. The first was the word sig- 
nificant of the thing defined, — Logic. The second was 
the genus by which Logic was defined, — science. The 
third was the object-matter constituting the differen- 
tial quality of Logic, — the laws of thought as thought. 
Each of these I considered in its order. I, first of all, 
explained the original meaning of the term Logic, and 
gave you a brief history of its application. I then 
stated what was necessary in regard to the genus, — 
science ; and, lastly, what is of principal importance, 
I endeavoured to make you vaguely aware of that 
which you cannot as yet be supposed competent dis- 
tinctly to comprehend, I mean the peculiar character 
of the object, — object-matter, — about which Logic is 
conversant. The object of Logic, as stated in the 
definition, is the laws of thought as thought. This 
required an articulate explanation ; and such an ex- 
planation I endeavoured to afford you under three 
distinct heads ; expounding, 1°, What was meant by 
thought ; 2°, What was meant by thought as thought ; 
3°, What was meant by the laws of thought as thought. 

In reference to the first head, I stated that Logic is 
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conversant about thought taken in its stricter signifi- 
cation, that is, about thought considered as the opera- 
tion of the Understanding Proper, or of that faculty 
which I distinguished as the Elaborative or Discur- 
sive, — the Faculty of Relations, or Comparison. I at- 
tempted to make you vaguely apprehend what is the 
essential characteristic of thought, — viz. the compre- 
hension of a thing under a general notion or attribute. 
For such a comprehension enters into every act of the 
discursive faculty, in its different gradations of Con- 
ception, Judgment, and Reasoning. 

But by saying that Logic is conversant about thought 
proper. Logic is not yet discriminated as a peculiar 
science, for there are many sciences, bkewise, inter alia, 
conversant about the operations and objects of the 
Elaborative Faculty. There is required a further 
determination of its object-matter. This is done by 
the limitation, that Logic is conversant not merely 
about thought, but about thought as thought. The 
explanation of this constituted the second head of our 
exposition of the object-matter. Thought, I showed, 
could be viewed, by an analytic abstraction, on two 
sides or phases. We could either consider the object 
thought, or the manner of thinking it; in other words, 
we could scientifically distinguish from each other the 
matter and the form of thought. Not that the matter 
and form have any separate existence ; no object being 
cogitable except under some form of thought, and no 
form of thought having any existence in consciousness 
except some object be thought imder it. This, how- 
ever, formed no impediment to our analysis of these 
elements, through a mental abstraction. This is in 
fact only one of a thousand similar abstractions we 
habit of making ; and if such were impos- 



LECr. 

II. 


Digitized by Coogle 



22 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. 

II. 


sible, all human science would be impossible. For 
example, extension is presented to sense only under 
some modification of colour, and even imagination 
cannot represent extension except as coloured. We 
may view it in phantasy as black or white, as trans- 
lucent or opaque ; but represent it we cannot, except 
either under some positive variety of light, or under 
the negation of light, Avhich is darkness. But, psycho- 
logically considered, darkness or blackness is as much 
a colour, that is, a positive sensation, as whiteness or 
redness; and thus we cannot image to ourselves aught 
extended, not even space itself, out of relation to 
colour. But is this inability even to imagine exten- 
sion, apart from some colour, any hindrance to our 
considering it scientifically apart from all colour 1 Not 
in the smallest ; nor do Mathematics and the other 
sciences find any difficulty in treating of extension, 
without even a single reference to this condition of its 
actual manifestation. The case of Logic is precisely 
the same. Logic considers the form apart from the 
matter of thought ; and it is able to do this without 
any trouble, for though the form is only an actual 
phenomenon when applied to some matter, — object, — 
yet, as it is not necessarily astricted to any object, we 
can always consider it abstract from aU objects, — in 
other words, from all matter. For as the mathemati- 
cian, who cannot construct his diagrams, either to 
sense or to imagination, apart from some particular 
colour, is still able to consider the properties of exten- 
sion apart from all colour ; so the logician, though he 
cannot concretely represent the forms of thought except 
in examples of some particular matter, is still able to 
consider the properties of these forms apart from all 
matter. The possibility being thus apparent of a con- 
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sideration of the form abstractly from the matter of lect. 

thought, I showed you that such an abstraction was — • 

necessary. The objects (the matter) of thought are 
infinite ; no one science can embrace them all, and, 
therefore, to suppose Logic conversant about the mat- 
ter of thought in general, is to say that Logic is 
another name for the encyclopaedia, — the omwc scihile, 

— of human knowledge. The absurdity of this sup- 
position is apparent. But if it be impossible for Logic 
to treat of all the objects of thought, it cannot be 
supposed that it treats of any ; for no reason can be 
given why it should limit its consideration to some, to 
the exclusion of others. As Logic cannot, therefore, 
possibly include all objects, and as it cannot possibly 
be shown why it should include only some, it follows 
that it must exclude from its domain the consideration 
of the matter of thought altogether; and as, apart 
from the matter of thought, there only remains the 
form, it follows that Logic, as a special science of 
thought, must be viewed as conversant exclusively 
about the form of thought. 

But the limitation of the object-matter of Logic to c. The Laws 
the form of thought, (and the expression form q/'MThSS|hl 
thought is convertible with the expression thought as 
thought)^ is not yet enough to discriminate its province 
from that of other sciences ; for Psychology, or the 
Empirical Science of Mind, is, likewise, among the 
other mental phsenomena, conversant about the phae- 
nomena of formal thought. A still further limitation 
is, therefore, requisite ; and this is given in saying, 
that Logic is the science not merely of Thought as 
Thought, but of the Laws of Thought as Thought. It 
is this determination which afibrds the proximate and 
peculiar difference of Logic, in contradistinction from 
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LECT. all other sciences; and the explanation of its meaning 
— — constitutes the third head of illustration demanded by 
object-matter in the definition. 

Th« ph«no- The phaenomena of the formal or subjective phases 
of thought are of two kinds. They are either such as 
are contingent, that is, such as may or may not appear; 
or they are such as are necessary, that is, such as can- 
necesarj. appear. Thcse two classes of phenomena are, 

however, only manifested in conjunction ; they are 
not discriminated in the actual operations of thought; 
and it requires a speculative analysis to separate them 
into their several classes. In so far as these phseno- 
mcna are considered merely as phenomena, that is, in 
so far as philosophy is observant of them merely as 
manifestations in general, they belong to the science 
of Empirical or Historical Psychology. But when 
philosophy, by a reflective abstraction, analyses the 
necessary from the contingent forms of thought, there 
results a science, which is distinguished from all others 
by taking for its object-matter the former of these 
classes ; and this science is Logic. Logic, therefore, 
is at last fully and finally defined as the science of the 
necessary forms of thought. Here terminated our 
last Lecture. But though full and final, this defini- 
tion is not explicit ; and it still remains to evolve it 
into a more precise expression. 

Now when we say that Logic is the science of the 
necessary forms of thought, what does the quality of 
necessity here imply? 

Form of “ In the first place, it is evident that in so far as a 
^?con~ form of thought is necessary, this form must be deter- 
mined or necessitated by the nature of the thinking 
iiiiSdby subject itself; for if it were determined by anything 
to the mind, then w'ould it not be a necessary 
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but a merely contingent determination. The first con- lect. 
dition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of thought 
is, that it is subjectively, not objectively, determined, 

“ In the second place, if a form of thought be subjec- 
tively necessary, it must be original and not acquired. 

For if it were acquired, there must have been a time 
when it did not exist ; but if it did ever actually not 
exist, we must be able at least to conceive the possi- 
bility of its not existing now. But if we are so able, 
then is the form not necessar}' ; for the criterion of a 
contingent cognition is, that we can represent to our- 
selves the possibility of its non-existence. The second 
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of 
thought is, that it is original, and not acquired. 

“ In the third place, if a form of thought be neces- xunivemi. 
sary and original, it must be universal ; that is, it 
cannot be that it necessitates on some occasions, and 
does not necessitate on others. For if it did not ne- 
cessitate universally, then would its necessitation be 
contingent, and it would consequently not be an ori- 
ginal and necessary principle of mind. The third 
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of 
thought is, that it is universal. 

“ In the fourth place, if a form of thought be neces- 4. a u«r. 
sary and universal, it must be a law ; for a law is 
that which applies to all cases without exception, and 
from which a deviation is ever, and everywhere, im- 
possible, or, at least, unallowed. The fourth and last 
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of 
thought is, that it is a law.”“ This last condition, like- 
wise, enables us to give the most explicit enunciation Th» object- 
of the object-matter of Logic, in saying that Logic is L<^cex- 
the science of the Laws of Thought as Thought, or the 

■ E^r, Logik, $ 6, pp. 9, 10, with a few original interpolation*.— Eo. 
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LECT. science of the Formal Laws of Thought, or the science 

^ — of the Laws of the Form of Thought; for all these 

are merely various expressions of the same thing, 
(^neiy Before proceeding further, it may be proper to take 
retTMp«t a very general retrospect of the views th^t have pre- 
reg»rdto vailcd in regard to the object and domain of Logic, 
ud domiiD from the era when the science received its lirst grand 
of Logic. distinctive development from the genius of Aris- 

totle to the present time. 

Uerii of the I may Say, in general, that the view which I have 
Tiewof now presented to you of the object and domain of 

Logic . ^ 

Logic, is the one which concentrates, corrects, and 
completes the views which have been generally held 
by logicians of the peculiar province of their science. 
It is the one towards which they all gravitate. 

ArilUitle, It is unfortunate, that by far the greater number of 
the logical writings of Aristotle have perished, and 
that those which remain to us exhibit only his view's 
of the science considered in its parts, or in certain 
special relations. None of the treatises which are now 
collected in the Organon,'^ considers the science from 
a central point ; and we do not even possess a general 
definition of Logic by its illustrious founder. It would, 
therefore, be unjust to the mighty master, if, as has 
usually been done, we estimated his conception of the 
science only by the partial views contained in the 
fragmentary or special treatises which have chanced 
to float ashore from the general wreck of his logical 
writings. These by themselves are certainly enough 
to place the Stagirite high above comparison with 
any subsequent logician ; but still if he has done so 
much in the half-dozen treatises that still remain, what 
may we not conceive him to have accompbshed in the 

o See below, p. 34 . — Ed. 
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forty which are recorded and seem to have been lost ? lect. 

It is, therefore, not to be attributed to Aristotle, that sub- ^ — 

sequent logicians, mistaking his surviving treatises of a 
logical nature, — few in number and written, in general, 
not in exposition of the pure science, but only of the sci- 
ence in certain modified applications, — for a systematic 
body of logical doctrine, should have allowed his views 
of its partial relations to influence their conceptions of 
the science absolutely and as a whole. By this influence 
of the Aristotelic treatises, we may explain the sin- 
gular circumstance, that, while many, indeed most, of 
the subsequent logicians speculatively held the sound- 
est views in regard to the proper object and end of 
Logic, few or none of them have attempted by these 
views to purify the science of those extraneous doc- 
trines, to which the authority of Aristotle seemed to 
have given a right of occupancy within its domain. I omkArit- 
shall not attempt to show you, in extenso, how correct, 
in general, were the notions entertained by the Greek 
Aristotelians, and even by the Latin schoolmen, for 
this would require an explanation of the signification 
of the terms in which their opinions were embodied, 
which would lead me into details which the import- 
ance of the matter would hardly warrant. I shall 
only say, in general, that, in their multifarious contro- 
versies under this head, the diversity of their opinions 
on subordinate points is not more remarkable than 
their unanimity on principal. Logic they all discri- 
minated as a science of the form and not of the matter 
of thought." Those of the schoolmen who held the 

a "LogictusolucooBident formas iii. ; Zabarella, De tfatura Logiea, 
mtentionom oommanea.” Albeitns lib. i. cap. 19; Smiglecins, Logiea, 

Magnoa, Jn De Anima, L. I. tract. L Disp. ii. qn. 1 ; Camerarius, Disputa- 
c. 8. For varions scholastic theories lionet Pkilotopkica, Para i. qn. 1, 
on the object-matter of Logic, see p. 2 et teq. Compare Ducutnont, 

Scotua, Sujier Univ. Porpkyrii, Qn. p. 138.— Ed. 
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object of Logic to be things in general, held this, how- 
ever, under the qualification that things in general 
were not immediately and in themselves considered 
by the logician, but only as they stood under the 
general forms imposed on them by the intellect, (“ qua- 
tenus secundis intentionibus substabant ”), — a mode of 
speaking which is only a periphrasis of our assertion, 
that Logic is conversant about the forms of thought.” 
The other schoolmen, again, who maintained that the 
object of Logic was thought in its processes of simple 
apprehension, judgment, and reasoning, (three, two, 
or one,) carefully explained that these operations were 
not in their own nature proposed to the logician, for 
jis such they belonged to Animastic, as they called it, 
or Psychology, but only in so far as they w'ere diri- 
gible or subject to laws, — a statement which is only a 
less simple expression of the fact, that Logic is the 
science of the laws of thought.^ Finally, those school- 
men who held that the object-matter of Logic was 
found in second notions as applied to first, only meant 
to say that Logic was conversant with conceptions, 
judgments and reasonings, not in themselves, but only 
as regulators of thought,”'' — a statement which merely 
varies and perplexes the expression, that the object of 
Logic is the formal laws of thought. 

The same views, various in appearance, but, when 


a [G. J. Vossiug, De Nai. Arlium 
sive Dt Logica, o. iv.] [Compare Alex. 

A\ea, InArut. Uctaph.,lj. iv. t.6: 
"DiiUectiea eat inventa ad regulan- 
dam diacuraum intellectnaet rationia; 
ideo qusdam aecandie intentionea in- 
ventm aunt ad regulandum diacuraum, 
de quibua proprie eat Logica.” See 
alao Zabarella and Camerarius, aa 
above. — Ed. ] 

a Camerariua, Ditp. Phil., P. i. 


qu. 1, p. 3. Schuler, Philo$ophia, 
p. 307, [L. V., Logica, Exerc. i., 
cd. Hagae Comitia, 1763. — Ed.] 
D’Abra de Raconia, [Tractatio To- 
tius Philosophic^, Praeltidia Logica, 
Poet., c. i. p. 48, ed. Pariaiia, 1640. — 
Ed.] 

y See Zabarella and Camerariua, 
aa above. — E d. [Compare Ponciua, 
Cursus Philosophicus, Diap. i. qu. ult., 
p. 48, 2d ed. Paris, 1649.] 
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analysed, essentially the same, and essentially correct, lect. 

may be traced through the Leibnitio-Wolfian school ^ — 

into the Kantian ; so that, while it must be owned woS tnd 
that they were never adequately carried out into^“w“ 
practical application, it cannot be denied that they 
were theoretically not unsound. 

The country in which, perhaps, the nature of Logic 
has been most conipletely and generally misunder- 
stood, is Great Britain. Bacon wholly misconceived 
its character in certain respects; but his errors are 
insignificant, when compared with the total misap- 
prehension of its nature by Locke. The character of 
these mistakes I shall have occasion to illustrate in 
the sequel ; at present I need only say, that, while 
those who, till lately, attempted to write on Logic in 
the English language, were otherwise wholly incompe- 
tent to the task, they, at the same time, either shared 
the misconceptions of its nature with Locke, or only 
contributed, by their own hapless attempts, to justify 
the prejudices prevalent against the science which 
they professed to cultivate and improve. 

It would be unjust to confound with other attempts whateiy,— 
of our countrymen in logical science the work of Dr character of 
Whately. The author, if not endowed with any high 
talent for philosophical speculation, possesses at least a 
sound and vigorous understanding. He unfortunately, 
however, wrote his Elements of Logic in singular 
unacquaintance with all that had been written on the 
science in ancient and in modem times, with the 
exception apparently of the works of two Oxford 
logicians — the Instituiio of Wallis, and the Compen- waiui. 
dium of Aldrich, — both written above a centuiy ago, AWnch. 
neither of them rising above a humble mediocrity, even 
at the date of its composition ; and Aldrich, whom 
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and criti- 
cised. 


Wbately 
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Logic diffe- 
rent and 
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matter. 


Whately unfortunately regards as a safe and learned 
guide, had himself written his book in ignorance of 
Aristotle and of all the principal authors on the 
science, — an ignorance manifested by the grossest 
errors in the most elementary parts of the science. 
It is not therefore to be wondered at, that the Eh' 
merits of Whately, though the production of an able 
man, are so far behind the advancement of the science 
of which they treat; that they are deformed with 
numerous and serious errors; and that the only re- 
commendation they possess is that of being the best 
book on the subject in a language which has abso- 
lutely no other deserving of notice ! “ 

I have now, therefore, to call your attention to Dr 
Whately’s account of the object-matter and domain of 
Logic. " The treatise of Dr Whately,” says his Vice- 
Principal and epitomator Dr Hinds,^ “displays, and it 
is the only one that has clearly done so, the true 
nature and use of Logic; so that it may be approached, 
no longer as a dark, curious, and merely speculative 
study, such as one is apt in fancy to class with astrology 
and alchemy.” 

Let us try whether this eulogy be as merited as it 
is unmeasured. 

Now Dr Whately cannot truly be said clearly to 
display the nature of Logic, because in different pas- 
sages he proposes to it different and contradictory 
objects ; and he cannot be said to display the true 
nature of Logic, for of these different objects there is 
not one which is the true. 

In several passages,*^ he says that “ the process or 
operation of reasoning is alone the appropriate pro- 


a 5^ DiwussionSf p. 128, second p. viii, Oxford, 1827 . — Ed. 
edition, foot-note. y See pp. 1, 13, 140, third edi- 

Introduction to Logic, Preface, tion. 
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vince of Lo^c.” Now this statement is incorrect in lect. 

^ *11 
two respects. In the first place, it is incorrect, inas 1— 


ra- 

Rea- 


much as it limits the object-matter of Logic to that 
part of the Discursive Faculty which is especially de- 
nominated Reasoning. In this view Logic is made con- 
vertible with Syllogistic. This is an old error, which 
has been frequently refuted, and into which Whately 
seems to have been led by his guide Dr Wallia 

In the second place, this statement is incorrect, in- -nio ope 
asmuch as it makes the process, or, as he also calls it, 
the operation, of reasoning the object-matter of Logic. o?" 
Now, a definition which merely affirms that Logic is wSuiiy 
the science which has the process of reasoning for its 
object, is not a definition of this science at all ; it 
does not contain the differential quality by which 
Logic is discriminated from other sciences; and it 
does not prevent the most erroneous opinions, (it 
even suggests them,) from being taken up in regard 
to its nature. Other sciences, as Psychology and 
Metaphysic, propose for their object, (among the other 
faculties,) the operation of reasoning, but this con- 
sidered in its real nature : Logic, on the contrary, has 
the same for its object, but only in its formal capacity ; 
in fact, it has in propriety of speech nothing to do 
with the process or operation, but is conversant only 
with its laws. Dr Whately^s definition is, therefore, 
not only incompetent, but delusive ; it would confound 
Logic and Psychology and Metaphysic, and tend to 
perpetuate the misconceptions in regard to the nature of 
Logic which have been so long prevalent in this country. 

But Dr Whately is not only wrong as measured by whateiy 

«. 111* erroneously 

a foreign standard, he is wrong as measured by his »nd contn^- 
own ; he is himself contradictory. You have just seen mnkei Lm- 
that, in some places, he makes the operation of reason- 
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ing not only the principal but the adequate object of 
Logia Well, in others he makes this total or adequate 
object to be language. But as there cannot be two 
adequate objects, and as language and the operation 
of reasoning are not the same, there is, therefore, a 
contradiction. “ In introducing,” he says, “ the men- 
tion of language previously to the definition of logic, 
I have departed from established practice, in order 
that it may be clearly understood that logic is entirely 
conversant about language ; a truth which most writers 
on the subject, if indeed they were fully aware of it 
themselves, have certainly not taken due care to im- 
press on their readers.” “ And again : “ Logic is wholly 
concerned in the use of langmaffe.”^ 

In our last Lecture, I called your attention to the 
ambiguity of the term Xoyos, in Greek, meaning am- 
biguously either thought or its expression ; and this 
ambiguity favoured the rise of two counter-opinions 
in regard to the object of logic; for while it was 
generally and correctly held to be immediately conver- 
sant about the internal Xoyos, thought, some, however, 
on the contrary, maintained that it was immediately 
conversant about the external Xdyo?, language. Now, 
by some unaccountable illusion. Dr Whately,in different 
places, adopts these opposite opinions, and enunciates 
them without a word of explanation, or without even 
a suspicion that they are contradictory of each other.'*' 
From what I have now said, you may, in some 
degree, be able to judge how far credit is to be ac- 
corded to the assertion, that Dr AVhately is the only 
logician who ever clearly displayed the true nature 
and use of Logic. In fact, so far is this assertion from 
the truth, that the object-matter and scope of Logic 

a Page 56. $ Page 74. y Besides most yague. — Jotting. 
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were far more correctly understood even by the scho- l^. 

lastic logicians than by Dr Whately ; and I may cau ^ 

tion you, by the way, that what you may find stated 
in the Elements of the views of the schoolmen touch- 
ing the nature and end of Logic, is in general wrong ; 
in particular, I may notice one most erroneous allega- 
tion, that the schoolmen “ attempted to employ logic 
for the purpose of physical discovery.” 

But if, compared only with the older logicians, 
the assertion of Dr Hinds is found untenable, what 
will it be found, if we compare Whately with the 
logicians of the Kantian and Leibnitian schools, of 
whose writings neither the Archbishop nor his abbre- 
viator seems ever to have heaid 1 And here I may 
observe, that Great Britain is, I believe, the only 
country of Europe in which books are written by 
respectable authors upon sciences, of the progress of 
which, for above a century, they have never taken 
the trouble to inform themselves. 

The second question, to which in the Introduction to n. The 
Logic an answer is required, is, — What is the Value or Upicf 
Utility of this science? Before proceeding to a special 
consideration of this question, it may be proper to 
observe in general, that the real utility of Logic has 
been obscured and disparaged by the false utilities 
which have too firequently been arrogated to it ; for 
when Logic was found unable to accomplish what its 
unwise encomiasts had promised, the recoil was natural, 
and as it failed in performing everything, it was lightly 
inferred that it could perform nothing. Both of these 
extremes are equally erroneous. There is that which 
Logic can, and there is that which Logic cannot, per- 
form ; and, therefore, before attempting to show what 
it is that we ought to expect from the study of this 
VOL. I. c 
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LECT. science, it will be proper to show what it ia that 

^ — we ought not. I shall, therefore, in the first place, 

consider its false utilities, and, in the second, its 
true. 

Utilitici The attribution of every false utility to Logic has 
but««?^to ^ arisen from erroneous opinions held in regard to the 
object of the science. So long as it was supposed that 
logic took any cognisance of the matter of thought, — 
so long as it was not distinctly understood that the 
form of thought was the exclusive object of this 
science, and so long as it was not disencumbered of 
its extraneous lumber ; so long must erroneous opin- 
ions have been prevalent as to the nature and com- 
prehension of its end. 

Aim in- It was accordingly, in the first place, frequently 
supposed that Logic was, in a certain sort, an instru- 
diMovenr. scientific discovery. The title of Organon , — 

instrument, — bestowed on the collection we possess 
of the logical treatises of Aristotle, contributed to this 
error. These treatises, as I observed, are but a few 
of the many writings of the Stagirite on Logic, and 
to him we owe neither the order in which they stand 
arranged, nor the general name under which they are 
now comprehended." In later times, these treatises 
were supposed to contain a complete system of Logic, 
and Logic was viewed as the organ not only of Philo- 
sophy but of the sciences in general. Thus it was that 
Logic obtained not only the name of instrument, or 
instrumental philosophy, but many other high-sound- 
ing titlca It was long generally styled the Art of 
arts and Science of sciences. — “ Logica,” says Scotus, 
“est ars artium et scientia scientiarum, qua aperta, 

a See Bnndia, AritloUUs, srine delenbai^, JBltmenta Log. Arittol., 
aJeademuehen ZeUgenoaaen und tukh- p. 38 . — Ed. 
ttm Nachfolger, P. i. p. 140. Tren- 
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omnes aliae aperiuntur ; et qua clausa, omnes alias ltot. 
clauduntur ; cum qua quaelibet, sine qua nulla.” “ In i — 

modern times, we have systems of this science under 
the titles of Via ad VeritatemP — Cynosura Veritatis* 

— Caput et Apex PhilosophicB * — Heuristica, sive In- 
troductio ad Artem Inveniendi," &e. But it was not a« the cor- 
only viewed as an instrument of discovery, it was int«iiectu»i 
likewise held to be the infallible corrector of our 
intellectual vices, the invigorator of our intellectual 
imbecility. Hence some entitled their Logics, — The 
Medicine of the Mind,^ The Art of Thinking,'^ The 
Lighthouse of the Intellect f The Science Teaching the 
Right Use of Reason,' &c. &c. Now in all this there 
is a mixture of truth and error. To a certain extent, 
and in certain points of view. Logic is the organ of 
philosophy, the criterion of truth, and the corrector 
of error, and in others it is not. 

In reference to the dispute whether logic may with in »h»t 
propriety be called the instrument, the organon of?n?i^rtS[' 
the other sciences, the question may be at once solved KieDCCS. 
by a distinction. One science may be styled the 
instrument of another, cither in a material or in a 


a Maurilii Expositio Quastionum 
Doctori» Subtil'a in quingue Univfr- 
nalia Porpkyrii, Qumat. i. {Scoti 
Opera, Lugd., 1639, tom. L p. 434). 
Mauritius refers to St Augustin as 
bis authority for the above quotation. 
It slightly resembles a |iaaaage in the 
De Online, L. ii. c. 13. — Ed. 

0 Onndling, Via ad Verilatem ifo- 
ralem, Halm, 1713. Daijes, Via ad 
Verilatem, Jenae, 1764 (2d edit.) — 
Ed. 

y P. Laurembergius, Cpnoeura 
Bonce mentis s. Logica, Rostoch, 
1633. R. Loenus, Cynomira Raiionis, 
Arnhem, 1667. — Ed. 

* See Krug, Logik, g 9, p. 23, from 
whom several of the above definitions 


were jirolMibly taken. — E d. 

< Gunner, Are Heuristica InUllec- 
tualis, Lipsim, 1756. TraUato di 
Messer Sebastiano Erteio, delV /stru- 
mento et Via Jnventrice de gli antichi 
nelle sdeiUie, Venice, 1554 — Ed. 

( Tschimhausen, Medieina Mentis, 
sive Artis Inveniendi Pracepta Qene- 
ralia, Amst, 1687. Lange, Medieina 
Mentis, Halm, 1703 . — Ed. 

7l L’Art de Penser, commonly 
known as the Port Royal Logic. 
Several other works have appeared 
under the same title. — £1d. 

# Grosserus, Phams Intellectve, sive 
Logica Electiva, Lips., 1697 . — Ed. 

1 Watts, Logie, or the Right Use of 
Reason . — Ed. 
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formal point of view. In the former point of view, 
one science is the organ of another when one science 
determines for another its contents or objects. Thus 
Mathematics may be called the material instru- 
ment of the various branches of physical science ; 
Philology, — or study of the languages, Latin, Greek, 
Hebrew, Chaldee, &c., with a knowledge of their 
relative history, — constitutes a material instrument to 
Christian Theology; and the jurist, in like manner, 
finds a material instrument in a knowledge of the 
history of the country whose laws he expounds." Thus 
also Physiology, in a material point of view, is the 
organon of Medicine ; Aristotle has indeed well said 
that medicine begins where the philosophy of nature 
leaves ofiF.^ In the latter point of view, one science 
is the organon of another, when one science determines 
the scientific form of another. Now, as it is gene- 
rally admitted that Logic stands in this relation to 
the other sciences, as it appertains to Logic to con- 
sider the general doctrine of Method and of systematic 
construction, in this respect Logic may be properly 
allowed to be to the sciences an instrument, but only 
a formal instrument.’’' 

In regard to the other titles of honour. Logic can- 
not with propriety be denominated a [Heuretic or] 
Art of Discovery. “ For discovery or invention is not 
to be taught by rules, but is either the free act of an 
original genius, or the consequence of a lucky accident, 
which either conducts the finder to something un- 
known, or gives him the impulse to seek it out. Logic 
can at best only analytically teach how to discover, 
that is, by the development and dismemberment of 


o Seo Genovesi, Blcmenta Ariit 7 Krug, Logik, § 9, p. 23; Cf. 
Logieo-Critka, L. i. c. iii. p. 41 . Plainer, Philotophuche A phorismen, 
0 De Senstt ei Semxli, c. i. Part i. p. 23, ed. 1793. — Eo. 
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what is already discovered. By this process there lect. 

is nothing new evolved, and our knowledge is not ^ — 

amplified; all that is accomplished is a clearer and 
distincter comprehension of the old ; — our knowledge 
is purified and systematised.” “ It is well observed by 
Antonius, in Cicero : — " Nullum est praeceptum in hac 
arte quomodo verum inveniatur, sed tantum est,quomo- 
do judicetur.” ^ Logie is thus not creative ; it is only 
plastic, only formative, in relation to our knowledge. 

Again, ** Logic cannot with propriety be styled the in whak 
medicine of the mind, at least without some qualify- can bo ^ 
ing adjective, to show that the only remedy it can medlJine^of 

p 1 I*! j*i tho mind* 

apply IS to our formal errors, while our matenal errors 
lie beyond its reach. This is evident. Logic is the 
science of the formal laws of thought. But we can- 
not, in limiting our consideration to the laws of for- 
mal thinking, investigate the contents, — the matter, 
of our thought. Logic can, therefore, only propose 
to purge the understanding of those errors which lie 
in the confusion and perplexities of an inconsequent 
thinking. This, however, it must be confessed, is no 
radical cure, but merely a purification of the under- 
standing. In this respect, however, and to this extent. 

Logic may justly pretend to be the medicine of the 
mind, and may, therefore, in a formal relation, be 
styled, as by some logicians it has in fact been, Cath- 
articon intellectus, 

** By these observations the value of Logic is not 
depreciated; they only prepare us to form an esti- 
mate of its real amount. Precisely, in fact, as too 
much was promised and expected from this study, 
did it lose in credit and esteem.” ^ 


a Krug, Loffil, § 9, p. 24 ,— Ed. 
Cf. [Richter, Logik, p. 8.3 el aeq.'\ 

$ Dt Oraiort^ ii 38 . — Ed. 


7 Krug, Logik, § 9, pp. 24-6 . — Ed. 
Cf. [Richter, Logik, p. 85.] 
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INTRODUCTION. 

LOGIC — II. ITS UTILITY. — III. ITS DIVISIONS — SUBJEC- 
TIVE AND OBJECTIVE GENERAL AND SPECIAL. 

LECT. The last Lecture was occupied with the consideration 

ill • ^ 

- of the latter part of the introductory question, — What 

Rflwpituia- LQg {(3 ? and with that of the first part of the second, 
— What is its Utility ? — In the Lecture preceding the 
last, I had given the definition of Logic, as the science 
of the laws of thought as thought, and, taking the 
several parts of this definition, had articulately ex- 
plained, U, What was the meaning and history of the 
word Logic ; 2"^, What was the import of the term 
science, the genus of Logic ; and, 3°, What was signi- 
fied by laws of thought as thought, the object-matter 
of Logic. This last I had considered under three heads, 
explaining, U, What is meant by thought ; 2°, What is 
meant by thought as thought ; and, S'", What is meant 
. by laws of thought as thought. It was under the last 
of these heads that the last Lecture commenced. I 
. had, in the preceding, shown that the form of thought 
comprises two kinds of phmnonena, given always in 
conjunction, but that we are able by abstraction and 
analysis to discriminate them from each other. The 
one of these classes comprehends what is contingent, 
the other what is necessary, in the manifestations of 
thought. The necessary element is the peculiar and 
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exclusive object of Logic ; whereas the phsenomena of 
thought and of mind in general are indiscriminately 
proposed to Psychology. Logic, therefore, I said, is 
distinguished from the other philosophical sciences by 
its definition, as the science of the necessary form of 
thought. This, however, though a full and final de- 
finition, is capable of a still more explicit enunciation ; 
and I showed how we are entitled to convert the term 
necessary into the term laws, and, in doing so, I took 
the opportunity of explaining how, the necessity of a 
mental element being given, there is also implicitly 
given the four conditions, 1°, Tljat it is subjective ; 
2°, That it is original ; 3°, That it is universal ; and, 
4°, That it is a law. The full and explicit definition 
of Logic, therefore, is, — the science of the Laws of 
Thought as Thought ; or, the science of the Laws of 
the Form of Thought ; or, the science of the Formal 
Laws of Thought : — these being only three various 
expressions of what is really the same. 

Logic being thus defined, I gave a brief and gene- 
ral retrospect of the history of opinion in regard to 
the proper object and domain of Logic, and showed 
how, though most logicians had taken speculatively, 
and in general, a very correct view of the nature of 
their science, they had not carried this view out into 
application, by excluding from the sphere of Pure or 
Abstract Logic all not strictly relative to the form 
of thought, but had allowed many doctrines relative 
merely to the matter of thought to complicate and to 
deform the science. 

I then called attention to the opinions of the author 
whom I recommend to your attention, and showed 
that Dr Whately, in his statements relative to the 
object-matter of Logic, is vague and obscure, erronc- 
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OU8 and self-contradictory ; and that, so far from 
being entitled to the praise of having been the only 
logician who has clearly displayed the true nature 
of the science, on the contrary, in the exposition of 
this nature, he is far inferior, not only in perspicuity 
and precision, but in truth, to the logicians of almost 
every age and country except our own. 

And here, taking a view of what we have already 
established, I would interpolate some observations 
which I ought, in my last Lecture, to have made, 
before leaving the consideration of the first question, 
— viz. What is Logic ? Logic, we have seen, is ex- 
clusively conversant about thought, — about thought 
considered strictly as the operation of Comparison or 
the faculty of Relations; and thought, in this re- 
stricted signification, is the cognition of any mental 
object by another in which it is considered as in- 
cluded, — in other words, thought is the knowledge of 
things under conceptions. By the way, I would here 
pause to make an observation upon the word concep- 
tion, and to prepare you for the employment of a 
term which I mean hereafter to adopt. You are 
aware, from what I have already said, that I do not 
use conception in the signification in which it is 
applied by Mr Stewart. He usurps it in a very 
limited meaning, in a meaning which is peculiar to 
himself, — viz. for the simple and unmodified repre- 
sentation of an object presented in Perception." Reid, 
again, vacillates in the signification he attaches to 
this term, — using it sometimes as a synonym for 
Imagination, sometimes as comprehending not only 
Imagination, but Understanding and the object of 
Understanding./* It is in the latter relation alone that 

a Sec Lectura on Melapkyaics, Lect xzxiii, vol. ii. p. 261 .— Ed. S Ibid. 
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I ever employ it, and this is its correct and genuine i-ect. 
signification, whether we regard the derivation of the ^ 
word, or its general use by philosophers. Conception, cmpbyment 
in English, is equivalent to ccmceptio and conceptus te™*- 
in Latin, and these terms, by the best phDosophers 
and the most extensive schools, have been employed 
as synonyms for notion (notio), the act or object of 
the Understanding Proper or Faculty of Eelations. 

So far, therefore, you are sufficiently prepared not to 
attribute to the word conception, when you hear it 
from me, the meaning which it bears in the philoso- 
phical writings with which you are most likely to be 
famdiar. What is the precise meaning of the term 
will be soon fully explained in its proper place, when 
we commence the treatment of Logic itself. But what 
I principally pause at present to say is, — that, for the 
sake of perspicuity, I think it necessary, in reference 
to this word, to make the following distinction. The 
term conception, like perception, imagination, &c., 
means two things, or rather the same thing in two 
different relations, — relations, however, which it is of 
great importance to distinguish, and to mark the dis- 
tinction by the employment of distinct words. Con- 
ception means both the act of conceiving, and the 
object conceived ; as perception, both the act of per- 
ceiving and the thing perceived ; imagination, both 
the act of imagining and what is imagined. Now 
this is a source of great vagueness in our philoso- 
phical discussions ; have we no means of avoiding this 
inconvenience 1 I think we have ; and that too with- 
out committing any violence upon language. I would 
propose the following distinction. For the act of 
conceiving, the term conception should be employed, 
and that exclusively ; while for the object of concep- 
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tion, or that which is conceived, the term concept 
should be used.® Concept is the English of the Latin 
conceptum, — id quod conceptum est, — and had it no 
vested right as an actual denizen of the language, it 
has good warrant for its naturalisation- There arc a 
thousand words in English formed on precisely the 
same analogy, as precept, digest, &c. Ac. But we 
have no occasion to appeal to analogy. The term 
concept was in common use among the older philoso- 
phical writers in English,^ though, like many other 
valuable expressions of these authors, it has been over- 
looked by our English lexicographers. I may add 
that nearly the same fortune has befallen the term 
in French. Concept was in ordinary use by the old 
French philosophers, but had latterly waxed obsolete. 
It has, however, I see, been reinstated in its rights 
since the reawakening of philosophy in France ; and, 
in particular, it is now employed in that language 
in translating from the German the term Begriff. I 
shall, therefore, make no scruple in using the expres- 
sion concept for the object of conception, and con- 
ception I shall exclusively employ to designate the 
act of conceiving. Whether it might not, in like 
manner, be proper to introduce the term percept 
for the object of perception, I shall not at present 
inquire. 

But to return from this digression. Logic, we have 
seen, is exclusively conversant about thought strictly 


a See Biel [In, Senl.^ lib. i. diat. 
2, qu. 8 ; lib. ii. dint. 3, qu. 2. By 
Occam and most othcra, conceptuM is 
used as ** id quod tenniuat actum in- 
telligendi.*’ See Occam, In Sent., 
lib. i. dist. 2, q. 8 ; and Biel, lib. i. 
dist. 3, q. 5.] 

& See Zachary Coke, Art of Lojick^ 
London 1654, pp. 11, 101, ct alibi; 


Gideon Harvey, Archlogia Philoso- 
phica iVorrt, or New PrincipIrM of 
PhUosophy^ Lond., 16G3, P. i., b. 
ii., c. 4, p. 22. For several authori- 
ties for the use of this term among 
the older English logicians, see 
Baynes, New A nalytic of IahjIcoI 
FoDtis, i>p. 5, 6, note. — Ed. 
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SO denominated, and thought proper, we have seen, lect. 

is the cognition of one object of thought by another, ^ 

in or under which it is mentally included, — in other 
words, thought is the knowledge of a thing through a Mwhe^'* 
concept or general notion, or of one notion through ”***'*’ 
another. In thought, all that we think about is con- 
sidered either as something containing, or as something 
contained, — in other words, every process of thought 
is only a cognition of the necessary relations of our 
concepts. This being the case, it need not move our 
wonder, that Logic, within its proper sphere, is of 
such irrefragable certainty, that, in the midst of all the 
revolutions of philosophical doctrines, it has stood not 
only unshattered but unshaken. In this respect. Logic 
and Mathematics stand alone among the sciences, 
and their peculiar certainty flows from the same source. 

Both are conversant about the relations of certain 
a prion forms of intelligence : — Mathematics about 
the necessary forms of Imagination ; Logic about 
the necessary forms of Understanding ; Mathematics 
about the relations of our representations of objects, 
as out of each other in space and time ; Logic about 
the relations of our concepts of objects, as in or under 
each other, that is, as, in different relations, respectively 
containing and contained. Both are thus demonstra- 
tive or absolutely certain sciences only as each de- 
velops what is given, — what is given as necessary, in 
the mind itself. The laws of Logic are grounded on 
the mere possibility of a knowledge through the con- 
cepts of the Understanding, and through these we 
know only by comprehending the many under the 
one. Concerning the nature of the objects delivered 
by the Subsidiary Faculties to the Elaborative, Logic 
pronounces nothing, but restricts its consideration to 


Digitized by Google 



44 


LECTUKES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. the laws according to which their agreement or dis- 
! agreement is affirmed.” 

Logic u tho It is of itself manifest, that every science must obey 
c^aon the laws of Logic. If it does not, such jirctended 
” ■ science is not founded on reflection, and is only an 

irrational absurdity. All inference, evolution, con- 
catenation, is conducted on logical principles, — prin- 
ciples which arc ever valid, ever imperative, ever the 
same. But an extension of any science through 
Logic is absolutely impossible ; for by conforming 
to logical canons we acquire no knowledge, — receive 
nothing new, but are only enabled to render what is 
already obtained more intelligible, by analysis and 
arrangement. Logic is only the negative condition 
of truth.P To attempt by a mere logical knowledge 
to amplify a science, is an absurdity as great as if we 
should attempt by a knowledge of the grammatical 
laws of a language to discover what was written in 
this language, without a perusal of the several writ- 
ings themselves. But though Logic cannot extend, 
cannot amplify a science by the discovery of new 
facts, it is not to be supposed that it does not contri- 
bute to the progress of science. The progress of the 
sciences consists not merely in the accumulation of 
new matter, but likewise in the detection of the rela- 
tions subsisting among the materials accumulated; 
and the reflective abstraction by which this is effected 
must not only follow the laws of Logic, but is most 
powerfully cultivated by the habits of logical study. 
In these intercalary observations I have, however, in- 
sensibly encroached upon the second question, — What 
is the Utility of Logic ? On this question I now dic- 
tate the following paragraph : — 

a CL Bachmann, Loglk, Einlcitung, fl [Ancilloii, Enaia PhUosvjihigues, 

§ 20, edit. 1S28 .— Ed. t ii. p. 291.] 
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H IV. As the rules of Logic do not regard the cect. 
matter but only the form of thought, the Utility of ^ ^ 
Logic must, in like manner, be viewed as limited utiiujof 
to its influenee on our manner of thinking, and 
not sought for in any effeet it can exert upon 
what we think about. It is, therefore, in the 
first place, not to be considered useful as a 
Material Instrument, that is, as a mean of extend- 
ing our knowledge by the discovery of now 
truths ; but merely as a Formal Instrument, that 
is, as a mean by which knowledge, already ac- 
quired, may be methodised into the form accom- 
modated to the conditions of our understanding. 

In the second place, it is not to bo regarded as a 
Medicine of the mind to the extent of remedying 
the various errors which originate in the nature 
of the objects of our knowledge, but merely to 
the extent of purging the mind of those errors 
which arise from inconsequence and confusion in 
thinking.® Logic, however, is still of eminent 
utility, not only as presenting to us the most in- 
teresting object of contemplation in the mechan- 
ism of human thought, but as teaching how, in 
many relations, to discriminate truth from error, 
and how to methodise our knowledge into system ; 
while, at the same time, in turning the mind upon 
itself, it affords to our higher faculties one of their 
most invigorating exercises. Another utility is, 
that Logic alone affords us the means requisite 
to accomplish a rational criticism, and to com- 
municate its results. 

What is now summarily stated in the preceding 
paragraph, I illustrated, in my last Lecture, in detail, — 

o Cf. Krng, Logik, § 9. — Ed. 
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— value of our science from those false utilities which, 

in place of enhancing its worth in the opinion of the 
world, have, in fact, mainly contributed to reduce the 
common estimate of its importance far beneath the 
truth. I now proceed to terminate what I have to 
say under this head by a few words, in exposition of 
what renders the cultivation of Logic, — of genuine 
logic, one of the most important and profitable of our 
studies. 

Logic giTM “ Admitting, therefore, that this science teaches no- 
^’n extent, thing ncw, — that it neither extends the boundaries of 
over our knowledge, nor unfolds the mysteries which lie be- 
yond the compass of the reflective intellect, — and that 
it only investigates the immutable laws to which the 
mind in thinking is subjected, still, inasmuch as it 
develops the application of tliese laws, it bestows on 
us, to a certain extent, a dominion over our thoughts 
themselves. And is it nothing to watch the secret 
workshop in which nature fabricates cognitions and 
thoughts, and to penetrate into the sanctuary of self- 
consciousness, to the end that, having learnt to know 
ourselves, we may be qualified rightly to understand 
all else 1 Is it nothing to seize the helm of thought, 
and to be able to turn it at our will ? For, through a 
research into the laws of thinking, Logic gives us, in 
a certain sort, a possession of the thoughts themselves. 
It is true, indeed, that the mind of man is, like the 
universe of matter, governed by eternal laws, and 
follows, even without consciousness, the invariable 
canons of its nature. But to know and understand 
itself, and out of the boundless chaos of phaenomena 
presented to the senses to form concepts, through con- 
cepts to reduce that chaos to harmony and arrange- 
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ment, and thus to establish the dominion of intelli- lect. 

gence over the universe of existence, — it is this alone ^ — 

which constitutes man’s grand and distinctive pre- 
eminence.”® “ Man,” says the great Pascal, “ is but a 
reed, — the very fradest in nature ; but he is a reed 
that thinks. It needs not that the whole universe 
should arm to crush him. He dies from an exhala- 
tion, from a drop of water. But should the universe 
conspire to crush him, man would still be nobler than 
that by which he falls ; for he knows that he dies ; 
and of the victory which the universe has over him, 
the universe knows nothing. Thus our whole dignity 
consists in thought. Let us labour, 

then, to think aright; this is the foundation of 
morality.”^ 

In the world of sense, illusive appearances hover SuppHe* in 

T I*! IT *1 pftTt tho cri 

around us like evil spirits ; unreal dreams mingle tenon of 
themselves with real knowledge; the accustomed 
assumes the character of certainty ; and the associa- 
tions of thought are mistaken for the connections of 
existence. We thus require a criterion to discriminate 
truth from error ; and this criterion is, in part at least, 
supplied to us by Logic. Logic teaches us to analyse 
the concrete masses of our knowledge into its elements, 
and thus gives us a clear and distinct apprehension of 
its parts, it teaches us to think consistently and with 
method, and it teaches us how to build up our accu- 
mulated knowledge into a firm and harmonious edifice.'!' 

“ The study of logic is as necessary for correct thinking, 
as the study of grammar is for correct speaking ; were 
it not otherwise and in itself an interesting study to 

a [Heinrich Richter], [i/ber dm it p. 84, ed. Faugftre). Compare 
Oegenstand und den Umfnng der Ditcussions, p. 311 . — Ed. 

LogiJe, pp. 3, 4, Leipaic, 1825 . — Ed.] 7 Cf. Richter, Logik, pp. 6 , 6 , 12. 

j3 Pensie»f P. i art. iv. § 6, (vol. — Ed. 
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investigate the meehanism of the human intellect in 
the marvellous processes of thought They, at least, 
who are famili ar with this mechanism, are less exposed 
to the covert fallacies which so easily delude those 
unaccustomed to an analysis of these processes.” “ 

But it is not only by affording knowledge and skill 
that Logic is thus useful ; it is perhaps equally condu- 
cive to the same end by bestowing power. The retor- 
sion of thought upon itself, — the thinking of thought, 
— is a vigorous effort, and, consequently, an invigorat- 
ing exercise of the Understanding, and as the under- 
standing is the instrument of all scientific, of all 
philosophical, speculation. Logic, by pre-eminently cul- 
tivating the understanding, in this respect likewise 
vindicates its ancient title to be viewed as the best 
preparatory discipline for Philosophy and the sciences 
at large. 

There is, however, one utility which, though of a 
subordinate kind, I must not omit, though I do not 
remember to have seen it insisted on by any logical 
\vritcr. In reference to this, I give you the following 
I)aragraph : — 

1 V. But Logic is further useful as affording a 
Nomenclature of the laws by which legitimate 
thinking is governed, and of the violation of these 
laws, through which thought becomes vicious or 
null. 

It is said, in Hudibras,^ — ■ 

“ That all a Rhetorician’s rules 
Serve only but to name his tools 

and it may be safely confessed that this is one of the 
principal utilities of Rhetoric. A mere knowledge of 

a Knig, Lajik, g 9, p. 20. — Bh). J3 P. i. Cant. i. 89 .— Ed. 
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the rules of Rhetoric can no more enable us to com- lect. 
pose well, than a mere knowledge of the rules of Logic 
can enable us to think well. There is required from 
nature in both the faculty; but this faculty must, in 
both departments, be cultivated by an assiduous and 
also a well-directed exercise, that is, in the one, the 
powers of Comparison must be exercised according to 
the rules of a sound Rhetoric, in the other, according 
to the rules of a soimd Logic. In so far, therefore, 
the utility of either science is something more than a 
mere naming of their tools. But the naming of their imporunce 
tools, though in itself of little value, is valuable as the flc 
condition of an important function, which, without' 
this, could not be performed. Words do not give 
thoughts, but without words thoughts could not be 
fixed, limited, and expressed. They are, therefore, in 
general, the essential condition of all thinking worthy 
of the name. Now, what is true of human thought in 
general, is true of Logic and Rhetoric in particular. 

Tlie nomenclature in these sciences is the nomencla- 
ture of certain general analyses and distinctions, which 
express to the initiated, in a single word, what the 
uninitiated could (supposing, — what is not probable, — 
that he could perform the relative processes) neither 
understand nor express without a tedious and vague 
periphrasis ; while, in his hands, it would assume only 
the appearance of a particular observation, instead of 
a particidar instance of a general and acknowledged 
rule. To take a very simple example, there is inExiunpie. 
Logic a certain sophism, or act of illegal inference, by 
which two things are, perhaps in a very concealed and 
circuitous manner, made to prove each other. Now, 
the man unacquainted with Logic may perhaps detect 
and be convinced of the fallacy ; but how will he 

VOL. I. D 


Digitized by Coogle 



50 


LECTURES ON LOGIC, 


LECT. 

III. 


expose it ? He must enter upon a long statement 
and explanation, and after much labour to himself 
and others, he probably does not make his objection 
clear and demonstrative after all. But between those 
acquainted with Logic, the whole matter would be 
settled in two words. It would be enough to say and 
show, that the inference in question involved a circulus 
in concludendo, and the refutation is at once imder- 
stood and admitted. It is in like manner that one 
lawyer will express to another the ratio decidendi of 
a case in a single technical expression ; while their 
clients will only perplex themselves and others in 
their attempts to set forth the merits of their cause. 
Now, if Logic did nothing more than establish a certain 
number of decided and decisive rules in reasoning, 
and afford us brief and precise expressions by which 
to bring particular cases under these general rules, it 
would confer on all who in any way employ their 
intellect, that is, on the cultivators of every human 
science, the most important obligation. For it is only 
in the possession of such established rules, and of such 
a technical nomenclature, that we can accomplish, 
with facility, and to an adequate extent, a criticism 
of any work of reasoning. Logieal language is thus 
to the general reasoner, what the notation of Arith- 
metic, and still more of Algebra, is to the mathema- 
tician. Both enable us to comprehend and express, 
in a few significant s3Tnbols, what would otherwise 
overpower us by their complexity; and thus it is that 
nothing would contribute more to facilitate and extend 
the faculty of reasoning, than a general acquaintance 
with the rules and language of Logic, — an advantage 
extending indeed to every department of knowledge, 
but more especially of importance to those professions 
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which are occupied in inference and conversant with lbct. 
abstract matter, — such as Theology and Law, — 

I now proceed to the third of the preliminary ques- in. Dhi- 
tions — viz. How is Logic divided ? Now, it is mani- 
fest that this question may be viewed in two relations ; 
for in asking how is Logic divided, we either mean 
how many kinds are there of Logic, or into how many 
constituent parts is it distributed ? “ We may consider 
Logic either as a universal, or as an integrate, whole. 

It is necessary to consider the former question first; i. The 
for before proceeding to show what are the parts ofii^J””^ 
which a logic is made up, it is requisite previously to 
determine what the logic is of which these parts are 
the components. Under the former head, I, therefore, 
give you the following : — 


H VI. Logic, considered as a Genus or Class, p». vi. 
may, in difierent relations, be divided into difier- 
ent Species. And, in the first place, considered by » o^tiVe 
relation to the mind or thinking subject, Logic “c. 
is divided into Objective and Subjective, or, in 
the language of some older authors, into Logica 
systematica and Logica hahitualisfi 


By Objective or Systematic Logic is meant that 
complement of doctrines of which the science of Logic 


Explica. 

tion. 


a Division oi Logic into Natural 
and Artificial, inept. 

'* He hita each point with native force of 
mind. 

Whilst puzzled Logic struggles far be- 
hind" 

Ct Kmg, Logik, p. 29. Troxler, 
Logik, i. 4S. 

a See Timpler, p. 877 ; Vosaius, 
p. 217; Paciua. [Logica Sgslema, 


mUhore M. CUmenU TimpUro, Han- 
oviie, 1C12. Voesins, Dt Nalttra 
Artium, L iv., Niw De Logica, c. 
ix. Pacins, In Porphyrii Itagogen, 
p. 2, ad. Prancof., 1697. — En.] On 
various divisions of Logic, see Tim* 
pier, Logica SyHcma, L i. c. 1, q. 
13-20, p. 40-66; Gisbert ab Iscn* 
doom, Effata, PhUucophica, [Cent. i. 
§ 51-63, p. 95 ctaeg.,eA. Davcntriie, 
1643.— Ed.] 
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^ — the speculative knowledge of these doctrines which 

any individual, (as Socrates, Plato, Aristotle), may 
possess, and the practical dexterity with whieh he is 
able to apply them. 

Both thoM Now, it is evident that both these Logics, or, rather. 
Logic considered in this twofold relation, ought to 
be proposed to himself by an academical instructor. 

' We must, therefore, neglect neither. Logic con- 
sidered as a system of rules, is only valuable as a 
mean towards logic considered as a habit of the 
mind ; and, therefore, a logical instructor ought not 
to think that he fulfils his duty, — that he aceom- 
plishes all that he is called on to perform, if he limit 
himself to the mere enouncement of a code of doc- 
trine, leaving his pupils to turn his instructions to 
their own account as best they may. On the con- 
trary, he is bound to recollect that he should be 
something more than a book ; that he ought not 
only himself to deliver the one Logie, but to take 
care that his pupils acquire the other. The former, 
indeed, he must do as a condition of the latter ; 
but if he considers the systematic logic which he 
pronounces, as of any value, except in so far as his 
pupils convert it into an habitual logic, he under- 
stands nothing of the character of the function which 
he attempts to perform. It is, therefore, incumbent 
on an academical instructor, to do what in him lies 
to induce his pupils, by logical exercise, to digest 
what is presented to them as an objective system 
into a subjective habit. Logic, therefore, in both 
these relations belongs to us, and neither can be ne- 
glected without compromising the utility of a course 
like the present. 
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H VII. In the second place, by relation to its lect. 

application or non-application to objects, Logic ^ — 

is divided into Abstract or General, and Con- l^c, by 
Crete or Special The former of these is called ob^rt.” u 
by the Greek Aristotelians, SioXc/m/c^ 
npaynaTav, and by the Arabian and Latin Crete or 
schoolmen, Logica docens ; while the latter is 
denominated by the Greeks, StaKeicTucrj ii/ 

Kttl yvfipacru}. irpayfidrav, and by the Arabians 
and Latins, Logica utens. 

Abstract Logic considers the laws of thought as ExpUc*. 
potentially applicable to the objects of all arts and 
sciences, but as not actually applied to those of any ; 
Concrete Logic considers these laws in their actual 
and immediate application to the object-matter of 
this or that particular art or science. The former of 
these is one, and alone belongs to philosophy, whereas 
the latter is as multiform as the arts and sciences to 
which it is relative.” 

This division of Logic docs not remount to Aris- ■niii divi- 
totle, but it is found in his most ancient common- Logic ro- 
tator, Alexander the Aphrodisian, and, after him, in Aioi»nder 
most of the other Greek Logicians. Alexander iUus- disian. 
trates the opposition of the logic divorced from things, 

(xp>pl^ irpayparav — rehus avulsa), to the logic ap- 
plied to things, (cv xPV^^'' yvpvaa-iq. vpayparotv — 
rebiis appUcata), by a simile. “ The former,” he says, 

“may be resembled to a geometrical figure, say a 
triangle, when considered abstractly and in itself; 
whereas the latter may be resembled to the same 
triangle, as concretely existing in this or that parti- 
cular matter : for a triangle considered in itself is 

a See Krug, p. 27 [LogHt, § 10, Anm.— E d.] 
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ever one and the same ; but viewed in relation to its 
matter, it varies according to the variety of that mat- 
ter ; for it is different as it is of silver, gold, lead, as 
it is of wood, of stone, &c.“ The same holds good of 
Logic. General or Abstract Logic is always one and 
the same ; but as applied to this or to that object of 
consideration, it appears multiform.” So far Alex- 
ander. This appearance of multiformity I may, how- 
ever, add, is not real ; for the mind has truly only 
one mode of thinking, one mode of reasoning, one 
mode of conducting itself in the investigation of 
truth, whatever may be the object on which it exer- 
cises itself. Logic may, therefore, be again well com- 
pared to the authority of an universal empire, — of an 
empire governing the world by common laws. In 
such a dominion there are many provinces, various 
regions, and different prsefectures. There is one pre- 
fect in Asia, another in Europe, a third in Africa, and 
each is decorated by different titles ; but each governs 
and is governed by the common laws of the Empire 
confided to his administration. The nature of Gene- 
ral Logic may, likewise, be illustrated by another 
comparison. The Thames, for instance, in passing 
London, is a single river, — is one water, but is there 
applied to many and different uses ; it is employed 


a [laendoorn EffaUi, Cent. i. 55 ; 
Crellius, Itagoijc Logiea, p. 12.] [The 
illiistmtion u fnlly given by Ballo- 
roue, Commentaritu ii* Organum, p. 
23, q. V. § 2. “Alexander Aphro- 
duicneie Logicam illam abjnnctam 
similem eaae ait fignric geometric^, 
utpote triangnlo, dum in ae et per 
ae apectatur ; Logicam vero enm re- 
boa conjimctam aimilem eidemtrian- 
gulo httic out ill! materiiu impreeso. 
Nam trianguli in ae una oat et eadem 
ratio ; at pro varietate materia:, varia. 


Aliud enim eat argonteum, oliud 
aoreum, aliud ligneom, lapidciim aot 
plombenm.” The {laaaagc referred 
to ia probably one in the Commen- 
tary on the Prior^Amilylica, p. 2, od. 
Aid. The distinction itself, though 
not the iUoatration, ia given more 
exactly in the language of the text 
by aome of the later commentators. 
See the Introductions of Ammoniiu 
to the CaUgoria, and of l’biloi>ouua 
to the Prior Anaiylica. — Ed. ] 
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for drinking, for cooking, for brewing, for washing, lect. 

for irrigation, for navigation, &c. In like manner, ^ 

Logic in itself is one : — as a science or an art, it is 
single; but, in its applications, it is of various and 
multiform use in the various branches of knowledge, 
conversant be it with necessary, or be it with con- 
tingent matter. Or further, to take the example of a 
cognate science, if any one were to lay down different 
grammars of a tongue, as that may be applied to the 
different purposes of life, ho would be justly derided 
by all grammarians, indeed by aU men ; for who is 
there so ignorant as not to know that there is but 
one grammar of the same language in all its various 
applications ? “ Thus, likewise, there is only one Gon«rj 
method of reasoning, which all the sciences indiffer-»i™oono: 
ently employ; and although men are severally oc-iS^i^. 
cupied in different pursuits, and although one is, uuipmof 
therefore, entitled a Theologian, another a Jurist, a in which it 
third a Physician, and so on, each employs the same " 
processes, and is governed by the same laws, of 
thought. Logic itself is, therefore, widely different 
from the use, — the application of Logic. For Logic 
is astricted to no determinate matter, but is extended 
to all that is the object of reason and intelligence. 

The use of Logic on the contrary, although potentially 
applicable to every matter, is always actually mani- 
fested by special reference to some one. In point of 
fact. Logic, in its particidar applications, no longer 


a Sco Kami ScA. , p. 350, [P. Sami 
Schola in Liberalet Arlea. Basiloa:, 
1578: “ Unus eat Lutetue Seqnana, 
od mnltoa tamcn nnu et varioa »c- 
commodAtiu, Uvandam, aqnandam, 
vebeodom, irriguiduin, ooqnendum: 
sic nna cat Logics, vsrii et multiplicis 
uaue, in propceitioae necousris, pro- 


babili, esptioes ; lira tamen una. Si 
Oranunaticaa tree oliquis ineptiu no- 
bis institaat, unam civilem, alteram 
agreatem, tertiam de vitia amborum, 
merito rideatur a Qranunnticia omni- 
bus, qui unam Orammaticom norunt 
omnium ejuadem linguar bominum 
commnnom. ” — Ei>. ] 
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remains logic, but becomes part and parcel of the art 
or science in which it is applied. Thus Logic, applied 
to the objects of geometry, is nothing else than Geo- 
metry, — Logic applied to the objects of physics, 
nothing else than Natural Philosophy. We have, 
indeed, certain treatises of Logic in reference to dif- 
ferent sciences, which may be viewed as something 
more than these sciences themselves. For example, 
we have treatises on Legal Logic, &c. But such 
treatises are only introductions, — only methodologies 
of the art or science to which they relate. For such 
special logics only exhibit the mode in which a deter- 
minate matter or object of science, the knowledge of 
which is presupposed, must be treated, the conditions 
which regulate the certainty of inferences in that 
matter, and the methods by which our knowledge 
of it may be eonstructed into a scientific whole. 
Special Logic is thus not a single discipline, not the 
science of the universal laws of thought, but a con- 
geries of disciplines, as numerous as there are special 
sciences in which it may be applied. Abstract or 
General Logic, on the contrary, in virtue of its uni- 
versal character, can only and alone be one ; and can 
exclusively pretend to the dignity of an independent 
science. This, therefore, likewise exclusively con- 
cerns us. 
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LECTURE IV. 

INTRODUCTION. 

LOGIC — III. ITS DIVISIONS — PURE AND MODIFIED. 

In my last Lecture, after terminating the considera- lect. 

tion of the second introductory question, touching the ^ — 

Utilities of Logic, I proceeded to the third introduc- u^?*"**^* 
tory question, — What are the Divisions of Logic ? 
and stated to you the two most general classifications 
of this science. Of these, the first is the division of 
Logic into Objective and Subjective, or Systematic 
and Habitual ; the second is its division into General 
and Special, or Abstract and Concrete. 

To speak only of the latter : — ^Abstract or General 
Logic is logic viewed as treating of the formal laws 
of thought, without respect to any particular matter. 
Concrete or Special Logic is logic viewed as treating 
of these law’s in relation to a certain matter, and in 
subordination to the end of some determinate science. 

The former of these is one, and belongs alone to philo- 
sophy, that is, to the science of the universal principles 
of knowledge ; the latter is as manifold as the sciences 
to which it is subservient, and of which it, in fact, 
constitutes a part, — viz. their Methodology. This 
division of logic is given, but in different terms, by 
the Greek Aristotelians and by the Latin schoolmen. 

The Greek division does not remount to Aristotle, 
but it is found in his earliest expositor, Alexander 
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le(;t. of Aphrodisias, and he was probably not the first by 

^ — whom it was enounced. It is into StoXc/m/o) 

Trpay/xarwv, Logica rebus avulsa^ that is, Logic merely 
formal, Logic apart from things, in other words, ab- 
stract from all particular matter ; and StoXc/criK^ iv 
\pTjcreL Kol yvfivaatq. irpayiidroiv, Logica rebus appli- 
cata^ that is, Logic as used and exercised upon things, 
in other words, as applied to certain special objects. 

This distinction of Logic by the Greek Aristotelians 
seems altogether unknown to modern logicians. The 
division of Logic by the scholastic Aristotelians is the 
same with the preceding, but the terms in which it 
is expressed are less precise and imambiguous. This 
division is into the Logica docens and' Logica utens. 
The Logica docens is explained as logic considered as 
an abstract theory, — as a preceptive system of rules, 
— “qu 30 tradit praocepta;” the Logica utens, as logic 
considered as a concrete practice, as an application of 
these rules to use, — ‘‘quae utitur praeceptis.^'® 

The (livistoa This scholastic division of Logic into docens and 

utens has, I see, been noticed by some of the more 
uietis, mi»« modem authors,, but it has been altogether mistaken, 
some mo- which it would not have been had these authors 
been aware of the meaning in which the terms were 
employed, and had they not been ignorant of the 
more explicit expression of it by the Greeks. Thus 
the terms docens and utens are employed by Wolf to 
mark a distinction not the same as that which they 
designate in the scholastic logic ; and as the Wolfian 
distinction will not stand the test of criticism, the 
terms themselves have been repudiated by those who 
were not aware, that there was an older and a more 

a Siniglccii Logica, Disp. ii. q. vi. In I V. Mctaph^,\oct.\v.\ Scotus, 

For scholastic authorities, sec Aqui- Super Univ, Porphgrii, q. i. — E d. 
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valid division which they alone properly expressed.” 

Wolf makes the Logica docens, the mere knowledge 

of the rules : the Logica utens, the habit or dexterity 
of applying them. This distinction of General and 
Special Logic, Wolf and the Wolfian logicians, likewise, 
denote by that of Theoretical and Practical Logic.^ 

These terms are in themselves by no means a bad 
expression of the distinction, but those by whom they 
were employed unfortunately did not limit their 
Practical Logic to what I have defined as Special, for 
under Practical they included not only Special, but 
likewise Modified Logic, of which we are now to speak. 

Having explained, then, this primary division of 
Logic into General and Special, and stated that Gene- 
ral Logic, as alone a branch of philosophy, is alone 
the object of our consideration ; I proceed to give 
the division of General Logic into two great species 
or rather parts, — viz. into Pure or Abstract, and Modi- 
fied or Concrete. 


IF VIII. In the third place, considered by refer- Par. viii. 
ence to the circumstances under which it can I^ic, di- 
come into exercise by us. Logic, — Logic General piro ami 
or Abstract, is divided into Pure and Modified ; — 
a division, however, which is perhaps rather the 
distribution of a science into its parts than of a 
genus into its species. Pure Logic considers the 
laws of thought proper, as contained a j>riori in 
the natme of pure intelligence itself. Modified 


a[AsKrng.] [See hia § 1 1, 

p. 30. Compare Kant, Logik, Ein- 
leitung, ii. — E d.] 

S Wolf, Philosophia litUionalu, 

8, 9, 10, 12.— Ed. [Cf. Stattler, 

Sautcr, and Mako.] [Stattler, Lo^icn, 


§ 18, p. 12 ; Santer, PosUionet Logi- 
ca:, P. 1. and II., 1778,; IiisliL Log., 
§ 42, p. 43-4, 1798 ; Panina Mako de 
Kerek-Gedc, Comp. Log. Iittiil,, § LI, 
p. 9, 4th edit, 1773 .— Ed.] 
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LECT. Logic, again, exhibits these laws as modified in 

— ^ — their actual applications by certain general cir- 

cumstances external and internal, contingent in 
themselves, but by which human thought is always 
more or leas influenced in its manifestations.® 


Pure Logic. Pure Logic considers Thought Proper simply and 
in itself, and apart from the various circumstances 
by which it may be eSected in its actual application. 
Human thought, it is evident, is not exerted except 
by men and individual men. By men, thought is not 
exerted out of connection with the other constituents 
of their intellectual and moral character, and, in each 
individual, this character is variously modified by 
various contingent conditions of diflerent original 
genius, and of diflerent circumstances contributing 
Modified to develop diflerent faculties and habits. Now there 
may be conceived a science, which considers thought 
not merely as determined by its necessary and universal 
laws, but as contingently affected by the empirical 
conditions under which thought is actually exerted ; — 
which shows what these conditions are, how they 
impede, and, in general, modify, the act of thinking, 
and how, in fine, their influence may be counteracted. 
Nomcnci*. This scicncc is Modified or Concrete Logic. What I 
Modified have called Modified Logic is identical with what 
Kant and other philosophers have denominated Ap- 
plied Logic {angewayidte Logik, Logica appliccUa.)^ 


a For diiitinction of reason in ad- 
utraeio and reason in concre/o, ground- 
ing the distinction of an Abstract (or 
Pure) and a Concrete (or Modified) 
Logic, see Boyle’s Hurls, iv. p. 164. 
See also Lambert, AVu*« Organon, i. 
§ 444, who says that the sciences in 
general are only applied logics. Cf. 
Ploncquet, p. 236 [Sammliing der 


iScAril'ten tcclchr den ioginehen Caleul 
Iferm Prqf. Ploucqiule betreffen, 
Tubingen, 1773. — Ed.] 

$ Kant, Logik, Einleitung ii. ; 
HoShnuer, j4n/ang»grilnde der Logik, 
§§ 17, 406 j Krug, Logik, Einleitung, 
j| n ! Fries, Sgttem der Logik, § 2. — 
Ed. 


Digitized by Google 


LECTtTRES ON LOGIC. 


61 


This expression I think improper. For the term lect. 

Applied Logic can only with propriety be used to ^ 

denote Special or Concrete Logic ; and is, in fact, a AppuS“ 
brief and excellent translation of the terms by which 
Special Logic was designated by the Greeks, as that 
iv -)(pfr)(TU Kal yvpvacrui. irpayfidrcov. And so, in fact, 
by the Latin Logicians was the Greek expression 
rendered. Let us consider the meaning of the term 
applied. Logic, as applied, must be applied to some- 
thing, and that something can only be an object or 
matter. Now, Special Logic is necessarily an applied 
logic; therefore the term applied, if given to what 
I would eall Modified Logic, would not distinguish 
Modified from Special Logic. But further, the term 
applied as given to Modified Logic, considered in 
itself, is wrong ; for in Modified Logic thought is no 
more considered as actually applied to any particular 
matter than in Pure Logic. Modified Logic only 
considers the necessary in conjunction with the con- 
tingent conditions under which thought is actually 
exertible ; but it does not consider it as applied to 
one class of objects more than to another ; that is, it 
does not consider it as actually applied to any, but as 
potentially applicable to alL In every point of view, Howpro- 
therefore, the term applied, as given to Modified 
Logic, is improper ; whereas, if used at all, it ought to 
be used as a synonym for special; which I would 
positively have done, were it not that, having been 
unfortunately bestowed by high authority on what I 
have called Modified Logic, the employment of it to 
designate a totally difl’erent distinction might generate 
confusion. I have, therefore, refrained from making 
use of the term. I find, indeed, that all logicians 
who, before Kant, ever employed tbe expression Ap- 
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plied Logic, employed it as eonvertible with Special 
or Concrete Logic." In fine, it is to be observed that 
the terms pure and applied, as usually employed in 
opposition in the Kantian philosophy, and in that of 
Germany in general, are not properly relative and 
correlative to each other. For pxire has its proper 
correlative in modified or mixed ; applied its proper 
relative in unapplied, that is, divorced from things, 
that is, abstract. 

But passing from words to things, I may observe 
that it can be questioned whether Modified or Con- 
crete Logic be entitled to the dignity of an essential 
part of Logic in general, far less of a co-ordinate 
species as opposed to Pure or Abstract Logic. You 
are aware, from what I have previously stated under 
the first introductory question, that Logic, as conver- 
sant about a certain class of mental phenomena, is 
only a part of the general philosophy of mind ; but 
that, as exclusively conversant about what is neces- 
sary in the phenomena of thought, that is, the laws 
of thinking, it is contradistinguished from Empirical 
Psychology, or that philosophy of mind which is 
merely observant and inductive of the mental phseno- 
mena as facts. But if Modified or Concrete Logic bo 
considered either as a part or as a species of General 
Logic, this discrimination of Logic, as the Nomology 
of thought, from Psychology, as the Phaenomenology 
of mind, will not hold. For Modified Logic, pre- 
supposing a knowledge of the general and the con- 
tingent phenomena of mind, will thus either comprise 
Psychology within its sphere, or be itself comprised 


a Soe Ualforoua, [R. Bal/orei Logiesm abjuDctam ot a rebus se- 
Cmnmentariua in Orynnum, q. v. § 2, jwratam ; aliam rebus applioatam ot 
p. 22; "Gneci . . . aliam dicunt cum iis coDjtmctam.’’ — E d.] 
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within the sphere of Psychology. But whichever 
alternative may be preferred, the two sciences are no 
longer distinct It is on this ground that I hold, 
that, in reality. Modified Logic is neither an essential 
part nor {in independent species of General Logic, but 
that it is a mere mixture of Logic and Psychology, 
and may, therefore, be called, either Logical Psycho- 
logy or Psychological Logic.® There is thus in truth 
only one Logic, that is, Pure or Abstract Logic. But 
while this, I think, must be admitted in speculative 
rigour, still, as aU sciences are only organised for 
human ends, and as a general consideration of the 
modifying circumstances which afiect the abstract laws 
of thought in their actual manifestations, is of great 
practical utility, I trust that I shall not be regarded 
as deforming the simplicity of the science, if I follow 
the example of most modern logicians, and add (be it 
under protest) to Pure or Abstract Logic a part, or 
an appendix, under the name of Modified Logic. In 
distributing the science, therefore, into these two 
principal heads, you will always, I request, keep 
steadily in mind, that, in strict propriety. Pure Logic 
is the only science of Logic, Modified Logic being only 
a scientific accident, ambiguously belonging either to 
Logic or to Psychology. 

This being understood, I now proceed to state to 
you the distribution of the general scienee into its 
parts ; and as it is of high importance that you now 
obtain a comprehensive view of the relation of these 
parts to each other and to the whole which they con- 
stitute, in order that you may clearly understand the 
point towards which we travel and every stage in our 

o [S«o Richter, p. 67] [UUr den Logik^ § 17, Leipsic, 1825. — Ed.] 
Qegenttand und den Um/any d*r 
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LECT. progress, — I shall comprise this whole statement in 
— ^ — the following paragraph, which I shall endeavour to 
make sufficiently intelligible without much subsequent 
illustration. That illustration, however, I will give in 
my next Lecture. As this paragraph is intended to 
afford you a conspectus of the ensuing Course, in so 
far as it will be occupied with Logic, I need hardly say 
that you will find it somewhat long. It is, however, 
I believe, the only paragraph of any extent which I 
shall hereafter be obliged to dictate. 

H IX. General or Arstract Logic, we have 
seen, is divided into two parts, — Pure and Modi- 
fied. Of these in their order. 

I. — Pure Logic may, I think, best be distributed upon 
the following princijiles. We may think; and we 
may think well. On the one hand, the conditions 
of thinking do not involve the conditions of 
thinking well ; but the conditions of thinking 
well involve the conditions of thinking. Logic, 
therefore, as the science of thought, must neces- 
sarily consider the conditions of the possibility of 
thought. On the other hand, the end of thought 
is not merely to think, but to think well ; there- 
fore, as the end of a science must be conformed 
to the end of its object-matter. Logic, as the 
science of thought, must display not only the 
laws of possible, but the laws of perfect, thinking. 
Logic, therefore, naturally falls into two parts, 
the one of which investigates the formal condi- 
tions of mere thinking; the other, the formal 
conditions of thinking well. 

i. — In regard to the former : — The conditions 


Pm. IX. 
nistribntion 
of Logic 
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of mere thinking are given in certain elemen- 
tary requisites; and that part of Logic which 
analyses and considers these may be called its 
Stoicheiology, or Doctrine of Elements. These 
elements are either Laws or Products. 

iL — In regard to the latter, as perfect thinking 
is an end, and as, the elementary means being 
supposed, the conditions of an end are the ways 
or methods by which it may be accomplished, 
that part of Logic which analyses and considers 
the methods of perfect thinking, may be called 
its Methodology, or Doctrine of Method. 

Thus Pure Logic is divided into two parts, — 
Stoicheiology, or the Doctrine of Elements, and 
Methodology, or the Doctrine of Method. Of 
these in their order. 

Logical Stoicheiology, or the doctrine conver- 
sant about the elementary requisites of mere 
thought, I shall divide into two parts. The first 
of these treats of the fundamental laws of think- 
ing, in other words, of the universal conditions of 
the thinkable, — Noetic, — N omology. The second 
treats of the laws of thinking, as governing the 
special functions, faculties, or products of thought, 
in its three gradations of Conception, — or, as it 
is otherwise called. Simple Apprehension, — Judg- 
ment, and Reasoning, — Dianoetic — Dynamic. 

This second part of Stoicheiology wiU, there- 
fore, fall into three subordinate divisions corre- 
sponding to these several degrees of Conception, 
Judgment, and Reasoning. — So much for the 
Doctrine of Elements.' 

Logical Methodology, or the doctrine conver- 
sant about the regulated ways or methods in 
VOL. I, e , 
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which the means of thinking are conducted to 
their end of thinking well, is divided into as 
many parts as there are methods, and there are 
as many methods as there are different qualities 
in the end to be differently accomplished. Now 
the perfection of thought consists of three vir- 
tues — Clear Thinking, Distinct Thinking, and 
Connected Thinking ; each of these virtues is 
accomplished by a distinct method ; and the 
three methods will consequently afford the divi- 
sion of Logical Methodology into three parts. 

The first part comprises the Method of Clear 
Th inki ng, or the Doctrine of Illustration or Defi- 
nition. 

The second part comprises the Method of Dis- 
tinct Thinking, or the doctrine of Division. 

The third part comprises the Method of Con- 
catenated or Connected Thinking, or the doctrine 
of Proof. 

These three parts are only, however, three par- 
ticular applications of method; they, therefore, 
constitute each only a Special Methodology. But 
such special methodology, or union of methodo- 
logies, supposes a previous consideration of Me- 
thod in general, in its notion, its species, and its 
conditions. Logical Methodology will, therefore, 
consist of two parts, of a General and of a Spe- 
cial, — the Special being subdivided, as above 
stated. So much for the distribution of Pure 
Logic. 

II. — Modified Logic falls naturally into three parts. 

The First Part treats of the nature of Truth 
and Error, and of the highest laws for their dis- 
crimination, — Alethiology. 
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The second treats of the Impediments to think- 
ing, with the means of their removal. These im- 
pediments arise, 1°, From the Mind ; 2°, From 
the Body ; or, 3°, From External Circumstances. 
In relation to the Mind, these impediments 
originate in the Senses, in Self-consciousness, in 
Memory, in Association, in Imagination, in Rea- 
son, in the faculty of Language, in the Feelings, 
in the Desires, in the WiU. In relation to the 
Body, they originate in Temperament, or in the 
state of Health. In relation to External Circum- 
stances, they originate in the diversities of Edu- 
cation, of Rank, of Age, of Climate, of Social In- 
tercourse, Ac. 

The Third Part treats of the Aids or Subsidi- 
aries of thinking ; and thinking is aided either, 
1°, Through the Acquisition, or, 2°, Through the 
Communication, of Knowledge. 

The former of these subsidiaries, (the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge,) consists, 1°, Of Experience, 
(and that either by ourselves qj: by others) ; 2°, 
Of Generalisation, (and this through Induction 
and Analogy); and, 3°, Of Testimony, (and this 
either Oral or Written). Under this last head 
falls to be considered the Credibility of Witnesses, 
the Authenticity and Integrity of Writings, the 
Rules of Criticism, and of Interpretation. 

The latter of these subsidiaries, the Commu- 
nication of Knowledge, is either One - sided or 
Reciprocal. The former consists of Instruction, 
either Oral or Written ; the latter of Conversa- 
tion, Conference, Disputation. 

So much for the distribution of Modified 
Looia 
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The following is a general tabular view of the Divi- 
sions of Logic “ now given : — 


Geneiul 

or 

Absihact 

Logic. 


I. Pure. 


/i. 8toicbeiology,\ 


(l. Noetic, — 

N omology. 




2. Dianoetic,— 
Dynamic. 


а. Conception. 

б. Judgment, 
c. Reasoning. 


II. Uodified.< 


I /Clear Thinking. — 1. Definition or 

I Illustration. 

ii. Methodology. .J Distinct Tliinking.— 2. IMvision. 

I Connected Tliinking. — S. Proba- 
\ tion or Proving. 

Truth and Error— Certainty and 

Illusion. /l Tl. MI 1 1 

iL Impediments to Thinking, with/ ^ ^ 

Remedies. These Impedi-'^ g Ex^„/cir- 
ments arise from . . V 

^ cumstances. 

! 1. The Aoqaisition of 
Knowledge. 

2. The Communication of 
Knowledge, Ao. 


JV. Tho 
History of 
Logic, 
This quet* 
tion ^t- 
pooo^ 


The fourth and fifth questions of the Introduction 
would now fall to be considered, — ^viz. What is the His- 
tory, and what is the Bibliography, of Logic 1 Were 
I writing a book, and not giving a course of Lectures 
upon Logic, I would certainly consider these questions 
in the introduction to the science, but I would do this 
with the admonition that beginners should pass these 
over, and make themselves first of all familiar with 
the doctrines of which the science is itself the comple- 
ment. For why 1 The history of a science is a narra- 
tive of the order in which its several parts have been 
developed, and of the contributions which have been 
made to it by difierent cultivators ; but such a narra- 
tive necessarily supposes a previous knowledge of the 
contents of the science, — a knowledge which is iden- 
tical with a knowledge of the science itself. It is. 


a See fuitiier Appendix III. — £10. 


Digitized by Google 


LECTUKES ON LOGIC. 


69 


therefore, evident that a history of Logic can only be lect. 

proposed with advantage to those who are already in ^ — 

some degree familiar with Logic itself; and as, in a 
course like the present, I am bound to presume that 
you are- not as yet conversant with the science, it 
follows that such a history cannot with any propriety 
be attempted in the commencement, but only towards 
the conclusion, of the Lectures. 

In regard to the fifth question, — What is the Biblio- v. ■n«» 
graphy or Literature of Logic ? — the same is true, in |«i>hy or 
so far as a knowledge of the books written upon a *'*’ 
science is correlative to a knowledge of its history. 

At the same time nothing could be more unprofitable, 
than for me to recite to you a long series of works to 
Avhich you have not access, by authors of whom you 
probably never heard, often in languages which few 
of you understand. In the present stage of your 
studies, it is not requisite that you should know of 
many books, but that you should read attentively a 
few ; — non multa sed multum . — I shall, therefore, ad- 
joiim, at least, the consideration of the question, — 

What in general are the principal books on the science 
of Logic 1 — simply recommending to you a few not 
absolutely the best, but such as you can most easily 
procure, such as are in languages which most of you 
can read, and which are of such a character as may 
be studied with most general advantage. 

Of works in our own language, as those most acces- oencni 
sible and most intelligible to all, there are unfortu- ra 
nately hardly any which I can recommend to you as 
exhibiting the doctrines of Logic, either in purity or 
completeness. The Logics of Watts, of Duncan, and 
others, are worth reading as books, but not as books 
upon Logic. The Elements of Logic by Dr Whatcly 
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is, upon the whole, the one best entitled to your atten- 
tion, though it is erroneous in various respects, and 
imperfect in more. The abridgment of this work by 
Hinds contains what of the original is most worthy of 
study, in the commencement of a logical education. 
In French, there are sundry works deserving of your 
attention, (Damiron,® Delarivibre) ; P but the only one 
which I would at present earnestly recommend to 
your study, is the celebrated Port Royal Art of Think- 
ing, — L'Art de Penser , — an anonymous work, but 
the authors of which were the two distinguished Jan- 
senists, Amauld and Nicola It has been frequently 
reprinted ; and there is a recent stereotyped edition, 
by Hachette of Paris, which can easily be procured. 
There are more than one translation of the work into 
Latin, and at least two English versions, both bad.'*' 
In Latin there is a very elegant compend of Logic 
by the late illustrious Daniel Wjrttenbach of Leyden. 
Besides the Dutch editions, which are handsome, there 
is a cheap reprint published by Professor Maass of 
Halle, who has, however, ventured on the unwarrant- 
able liberty of silently altering the text, besides omit- 
ting what he did not consider as absolutely indispen- 
sable for a text-book. This work can be easily procured. 
There is also in Latin a system of Logic by Genovesi, 
under the title, Genuensis Ars Logico-critica. This 
work is, however, extremely rare even in Italy, and it 
was many years before I was able to procure a copy. 
There was an edition of this work published in Ger- 


a Court de Phdosophie, t. iv. ; Lo- Mr Baynes, Edinburgh, 1850 ; 2d 
(jique, Paris, 1837. — Ed. edition, 1851. In the Introduction 

a Logirptc CUusique, Paris, 1829. — to this version will bo found an ao- 
Ed. count of the various editions and 

y A third and for 8ui>erior trons- translations of the work. — En. 
lation has sulweqiiently appeared by 


Digitized by Google 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


71 


many in 1760 at Augsburg, but the impression seems 
to have been small, for it also is out of print. The 
Italian Logic of Genovesi has, however, been repeat- 
edly reprinted, and this, with the valuable additions of 
Romagnosi, ^is easily obtained. Of the older writers 
on Logic in Latin, the one I would principally recom- 
mend to you is Burgersdyk, — Burgersdicius. His 
Institutiones Logica is not a rare work, though, as 
there are no recent editions, it is not always without 
trouble to be obtained." 

a See Api>endiz IV, for note of the Author to his cliisH. — Eo. 
treatisea on Logic, recommended by 
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LECTURE V. 

PURE LOGIC. 

PART L— STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION I. NOETIC. — ON THE FUNDAMENTAL LAWS OP 
THOUGHT — THEIR CONTENTS AND HISTORY. 

Having terminated our consideration of the various 
questions of which the Introduction to Logic is com- 
posed, we proceed to the doctrines which make up the 
science itself, and commence the first great division 
of Pure Logic — that which treats of its elementary or 
constituent processes, — Stoicheiology. But Stoicheio- 
logy was again divided into two parts, — into a part 
which considered the Fundamental Laws of Thought 
in general, and into a part which considered these laws 
as applied to and regulating the special function of 
Thought in its various gradations of Conception, Judg- 
ment, and Reasoning. The title, therefore, of the 
part of Logic on which we are about to enter is, — 
Pure Logic — PaH I. Stoicheiology — Section I. Noetic 
— On the Fundamental Laws of Thought. 

Before, however, descending to the consideration of 
these laws, it is necessary to make one or two pre- 
liminary statements touching the character of that 
thought of which they are the necessary conditions ; 
and, on this point, I give, in the first place, the follow- 
ing paragraph : — 


Digitized by Google 



LECTXniES ON LOGIC. 


73 


1 X. Logic considers Thought, not as the oper- 
ation of thinking, but as its product ; it does not 
treat of Conception, Judgment, and Reasoning, 
but of Concepts, Judgments, and Reasonings. 


LECT. 

V. 

P»r. X. 


I have already endeavoured to give you a general 
knowledge of what is meant by thought. You are 
aware that this term is, in relation to Logic, employed 
in its strlcte.st and most limited signification, — viz. as 
the act or product of the Discursive Faculty, or Fa- 
culty of Relations ; but it is now proper to consider, 
somewhat more closely, the determinate nature of this 
process, and the special point of view in which it is 
regarded by the logician. 

In an act of thinking, there are three things which 
we can discriminate in consciousness, — 1°, There is the 
thinking subject, that is, the mind or ego, which 
exerts or manifests the thought; 2°, There is the 
object about which we think, which is called the 
matter of thought; and, 3°, There is a relation be- 
tween subject and object of which we are conscious, 
— a relation always manifested in some determinate 
mode or manner, — this is the form of thought. Now 
of these three. Logic does not consider either the first 
or the second. It takes no account, at least no direct 
account, of the real subject, or of the real object, of 
thought, but is limited exclusively to the form of 
thought. This has been already stated. But, again, 
this form of thought is considered by Logic only in a 
certain aspect. The form of thought may be viewed 
on two sides or in two relations. It holds, as has been 
said, a relation both to its subject and to its object, 
and it may accordingly be viewed either in the one of 
these relations or in the other. In so far as the form 
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of thought is considered in reference to the thinking 
mind, — to the mind by which it is exerted, it is 
considered as an act, or operation, or energy ; and in 
this relation it belongs to Phajnomenal Psychology. 
Whereas, in so far as this form is considered in refer- 
ence to what thought is about, it is considered as the 
product of such an act, and, in this relation, it be- 
longs to Logic. Thus Phsenomcnal Psychology treats 
of thought proper as conception, judgment, reasoning ; 
Logic, or the Nomology of the Understanding, treats 
of thought proper as a concept, as a judgment, as a 
reasoning. Whately, I have already shown you, 
among other errors in his determination of the object- 
matter of Logic, confounds or reverses this; for he 
proposes to Logic, not thought considered as a product, 
but reasoning alone ; and that, too, considered as a 
producing operation. He thus confounds Logic with 
Phsenomcnal Psychology. 

Be it, therefore, observed, that Logic, in treating 
of the formal laws of thought, treats of these in refer- 
ence to thought considered as a product, that is, as 
a concept, a judgment, a reasoning ; whereas Psy- 
chology, as the Phaenomenology of mind, considers 
thought as the producing act, that is, as conception, 
judgment, reasoning. (You here see, by the way, 
the utility of distinguishing concept and conception. 
It is unfortunate that we cannot also distinguish 
more precisely judgment and reasoning as pro- 
ducing acts, from a judgment and a reasoning as 
products.) 

H XI. Thought, as the knowledge of one thing 
in relation to another, is a mediate and complex 
cognition. 
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The distinctive peculiarity of thinking in general lect. 
is, that it involves the cognition of one thing by the — 7^ 
cognition of another. All thinking is, therefore, ation. 
mediate cognition ; and is thus distinguished from 
our knowledge in perception, external and internal, 
and imagination ; in both of which acts wo are 
immediately cognitive of the object, external or in- 
ternal, presented in the one, and of the object, external 
or internal, represented in the other. In the Presenta- 
tive and Representative Faculties, our knowledge is of 
something considered directly and in itself; in thought, 
on the contrary, we know one object only through the 
knowledge of another. Thus in perception, of either 
kind, and in imagination, the object known is always 
a single determinate object ; whereas in thought, — 
in thought proper, as one object is only known 
through another, there must always be a plurality of 
objects in every single thought Let us take an 
example of this, in regard to the simplest act of 
thought When I see an individual, — say Bucephalus 
or Highflyer, or when I represent him in imagination, 

I have a direct and immediate apprehension of a 
certain object in and through itself, without reference 
to aught else. But when I pronounce the term Horse, 

I am unable either to perceive in nature, or to repre- 
sent in imagination, any one determinate object cor- 
responding to the word. I obtain the notion corre- 
sponding to this word, only as the result of a com- 
parison of many perceptions or imaginations of 
Bucephalus, Highflyer, Dobbin, and other indivi- 
dual horses; it, therefore, contains many represen- 
tations under it, has reference to many objects, out 
of relation to which it cannot possibly be realised in 
thought ; and it is in consequence of this necessity of 
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representing (potentially at least) a plurality of in- 
dividual objects under the notion horse, that it obtains 
the denomination concept, that is, something taken up 
or apprehended in connection with something else. 
This, however, requires a further explication. When 
we perform an act of thought, of positive thought, 
this is done by thinking something, and we can think 
anything only by thinking it as existing; while, 
again, we cannot think a thing to exist except in 
certain determinate modes of existence. On the other 
hand, when we perform an act of negative thought, 
this is done by thinking something as not existing in 
this or that determinate mode, and when we think it 
as existing in no determinate mode, we cease to think 
it at all ; it becomes a nothing, a logical nonentity, 
(non-ens logicum). 

It being thus understood, that thought can only be 
realised by thinking something ; it being further 
understood that this something, as it is thought, must 
be thought as existing ; and it being still further 
understood, that we can think a thing as existing only 
by thinking it as existing in this, that, and the other 
determinate manner of existence, and that whenever 
we cease to think something, something existing, some- 
thing existing in a determinate manner of existence, 
we cease to think at all ; this, I say, being under- 
stood, it is here proper to make you, once for all, 
acquainted with the various terms by which logicians 
designate the modes or manners of cogitable existence. 

I shall, therefore, comprise these in the following para- 
graph 

II XII. When we think a thing, this is done by 
conceiving it as possessed of certain modes of 
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being, or qualities, and tbe sum of these qualities lect. 
constitutes its concept or notion, (yoTjfia, eivoia, 
inivoia, conceptum, conceptus, notio). As these 
qualities or modes, (irouJn^Tcs, qualitates, modi), 
are only identified with the thing by a mental 
attribution, they are called attributes, {Konjyo- 
povfieva, attribuia); as it is only in or through 
them that we say or enounce aught of a thing, 
they are called predicates, predicahUs, and 
predicaments, or categories, these words being 
here used in their more extensive signification, 
{\ey6peva irepi, Karrjryopiai, KaTtjyopgpara, Karg- 
yopovpafo, prcedicata, prcedicahilia, prcedica- 
menta) ; as it is only in and through them that 
we recognise a thing for what it is, they are 
called notes, signs, marks, characters, {notce, signa, 
characteres, discrimina) ; finally, as it is only in 
and through them that we become aware that a 
thing is possessed of a peculiar and determinate 
existence, they are called joroperties, differences, 
determinations, (proprietates, determinationes). 

As consequent on, or resulting from, the exist- 
ence of a thing, they have likewise obtained the 
name of consequents, {inopeva, consequentia, &c.) 

What in reality has no qualities, has no existence 
in thought, — it is a logical nonentity ; hence, 
e converso, the scholastic aphorism, — non-entis 
nulla sunt prcedicata. What, again, has no 
qualities attributed to it, though attributable, is 
said to be indetermined, {aZeopurrov, indeter- 
minatum) ; it is only a possible object of 
thought.* 

> [Schulze, Logii, § 13. RSaling, Ulm, 1826. Cf. Krug, Loffik, g 16. 

63.] [DULdtrttidtrreituytLogik, — Eo.] 
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This paragraph, which I have dictated that you 
might be made once for all acquainted with the 
relative terms in use among logicians, requires but 
little explanation. I may state, however, that the 
mind only thinks an object by separating it from 
others, that is, by marking it out or characterising it ; 
and in so far as it does this, it encloses it within cer- 
tain fixed limits, that is, determines it. But if this 
discriminative act be expressed in words, I predicate 
the marks, notes, characters, or determinations of the 
thing ; and if, again, these be comprehended in one 
total thought, they constitute its concept or notion. 
If, for example, I think of Socrates as son of Soph- 
roniscus, as Athenian, as philosopher, as pug-nosed, 
these are only so many characters, limitations, or de- 
terminations, which I predicate of Socrates, which 
distinguish him from all other men, and together 
make up my notion or concept of him. 

But as thought, in all its gradations of conception, 
judgment, and reasoning, is only realised by the attri- 
bution of certain qualities or characters to the objects 
of, or about, which we think, so this attribution is 
regulated by laws, which render a great part of this 
process absolutely necessar}^ But when I speak of 
laws and of their absolute necessity in relation to 
thought, you must not suppose that these laws and 
that necessity are the same in the world of mind as 
in the world of matter. For free intelligences, a law 
is an ideal necessity given in the form of a precept, 
which we ought to follow, but which we may also 
violate if we please ; whereas, for the existences which 
constitute the universe of nature, a law is only another 
name for those causes which operate blindly and uni- 
versally in producing certain inevitable results. By 
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law of thought, or by logical necessity, we do not, there- lect. 

fore, mean a physical law, such as the law of gravi ^ — 

tation, but a general precept which we are able cer- 
tainly to violate, but which if we do not obey, our 
whole process of thinking is suicidal or absolutely 
null. These laws are, consequently, the primary con- 
ditions of the possibility of valid thought, and as the 
whole of Pure Logic is only an articulate development 
of the various modes in which they are applied, their 
consideration in general constitutes the first chapter 
in an orderly system of the science. Now, in explain- Order of 
ing to you this subject, the method I shall pursue is tion of the 
the following : — I shaU, first of aU, state in general uThlJli'of 
the number and significance of the laws as commonly 
received ; I shall then more particularly consider each 
of these by itself and in relation to the others ; then 
detail to you their history ; and, finally, state to you 
my own views in regard to their deduction, number, 
and arrangement. 

If XIII. The Fundamental Laws of Thought p«r. xm. 
or the conditions of the thinkable, as commonly uj Uws of 
received, are four : — 1. The Law of Identity ; 2. 

The Law of Contradiction ; 3. The Law of Exclu- 
sion or of Excluded Middle ; and, 4. The Law of 
Reason and Consequent, or of Sufficient Reason." 

Of these in their order. 

t XIV. The principle of Identity {principium Pw. xiv. 
Identitatis) expresses the relation of total same- lintuy. 
ness in which a concept stands to all, and the 
relation of partial sameness in which it stands 

. a See Ap|>endix V.— Ed. 
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to each, of its constituent characters. In other 
words, it declares the impossibility of t hinking 
the concept and its characters as reciprocally 
unlike. It is expressed in the formula A is A, 
or A— A ; and by .<4 is denoted every logical 
thing, every product of our thinking faculty, — 
concept, judgment, reasoning, &c.“ 

The principle of Identity is an application of the 
principle of the absolute equivalence of a whole and 
of all its parts taken together, to the thinking of a 
thing by the attribution of constituent qualities or 
characters. The concept of the thing is a whole, the 
characters are the parts of that whole.^ This law 
may, therefore, be also thus enounced, — Everything is 
equal to itself; for in a logical relation the thing and 
its concept coincide ; as, in Logic, we abstract alto- 
gether from the reality of the thing which the concept 
represents. It is, therefore, the same whether we say 
that the concept is equal to all its characters, or that 
the thing is equal to itself.^ 

The law has, likewise, been expressed by the for- 
mula, — In the ‘predicate, the 'whole is contained ex- 
plicitly, ‘which in the subject is contained implicitly. 
It is also involved in the axiom, — Nota notcB est nota 
rei ipsius.* 

The logical importance of the law of Identity lies 
in this, — that it is the principle of all logical affirma- 
tion and definition. An example or two may be 
given to illustrate this. 

1. In a concept, which we may call Z, the charac- 

o [Schulze, LoyW:, § 17. GerUch /5 See Schulze, p. 32-3. — Ed. 

Logik, S .37.] Cl. Krug, Lojik, § 17. 7 See Krug, Ixfik, p. 40.— Ed. 

— Ed. I See Kant, Logit, p. 40 . — Ed. 
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ters a, b, and c are thought as its constituents ; con- lect. 
scquently, the concept, as a unity, is equal to the cha- 
racters taken together, — Z ={a + b + c). If the former 
be affirmed, so also is the latter ; therefore, Z being 
(a+6 + c) is a, is 6, is c. To take a concrete example, 

— The concept man is a complement made up of the 
characters, 1°, substance, 2°, material, 3°, organised, 

4°, animated, 5°, rational, 6°, of this earth ; in other 
words, man is substantial, is material, is organised, is 
animated, is rational, is of this earth. Being, as en- 
tering into every attribution, may be discharged as 
affording no distinction. 

2. Again, suppose that, in the example given, the 
character a is made up of the characters I, m, n, it 
follows, by the same law of Identity, that Z = a= 

(Z, m, n) is Z, is m, is n. The concept man contains 
in it the character animal, and the character animal 
contains in it the characters corporeal, organised, 
living, &c. 

The second law is the principle of Contradiction or 
Non-Contradiction, in relation to which I dictate the 
following paragraph : — 

t XV. When an object is determined by the p»r. xv. 
affirmation of a certain character, this object mdiction. 
cannot be thought to be the same when such 
character is denied of it. The impossibility of 
this is enounced in what is called the principle 
of Contradiction, (jyrincipium Contradictionis 
seu Repugnaniice). Assertions concerning a thing 
are mutually contradictory, when the one asserts 
that the thing possesses the character which 
the other asserts that it does not. This law is 
logically expressed in the formula, — What is 

VOL. I. F 
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LECT. contradictory is unthinkable. A=^not~A=0, or 
A—A^O. 

It* proper Now, in the first place, in regard to the name of 
****"^’ this law, it may be observed that, as it enjoins the 
absence of contradiction as the indispensable condi- 
tion of thought, it ought to be called, not the Law of 
Contradiction, but the Law of Non-Contradiction, or 
of non-repugnantia,°- 

How ^ This law has frequently been enounced in the for- 
mula, — It is impossible that the same thing can at 
once he and not he; but this is exposed to sundry 
objections. It is vague and, therefore, useless. It 
does not indicate whether a real or a notional existence 
is meant ; and if it mean the former, then is it not a 
logical but a metaphysical axiom. But even as a 
metaphysical axiom it is imperfect, for to the expres- 
sion at once (simtil) must be added, — in the same place, 
in the same respect, &c.^ 

This law has likewise been expressed by the for- 
mula, — Contradictory attributes cannot he united in 
one act of consc iousness. But this also is obnoxious 
to objection. For a judgment expresses as good a 
unity of consciousness as a concept. But when I 
judge that round and square are contradictory attri- 
butes, there are found in this judgment contradictory 
attributes, but yet a unity of consciousness. The for- 
mula is, therefore, vaguely and inaccurately expressed. 
Tho prin- The logical importance of this law lies in its being 
logical nega- the principle of all logical negation and distinction, 
diftinction. The law of Identity and the law of Contradiction 
are co-ordinate and reciprocally relative, and neither 

a Compare Krug, Logik, § 18. — Kritik d. r. V., p. 134. ed, Rosen- 
Ed. kranz. — E d. 

/3 Compare the criticism of Kant, 
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can be educed as second from the other as first ; for lect. 

V. 

in every such attempt at derivation, the supposed ^ — 

secondary law is, in fact, always necessarily presup- 
posed.® They are, in fact, one and the same law, — 
differing only by a positive and negative expression. 

In relation to the third law, take the following 
paragraph : — 

H XVI. The principle of Excluded Third or Pw. xvi. 
Middle — viz. between two contradictories, {prin- Excluded 
cipium Exdusi Medii vel Tertii), enounces that 
condition of thought, which compels us, of two 
repugnant notions, which cannot both coexist, 
to think either the one or the other as existing. 

Hence arises the general axiom, — Of contradic- 
tory attributions, we can only affirm one of a 
thing; and if one be explicitly affirmed, the 
other is implicitly denied. A either is or is 
not. A either is or is not 

By the laws of Identity and Contradiction, I am ugic«j 
warranted to conclude from the truth of one contra- offllii u ” 
dictory proposition to the falsehood of the other, and 
by the law of Excluded Middle, I am warranted to 
conclude from the falsehood of one contradictory pro- 
position to the truth of the other. And in this lies 
the peculiar force and import of this last principle. 

For the logical significance of the law of Excluded 
Middle consists in this, that it limits or shuts in the 
sphere of the thinkable in relation to affirmation ; for 
it determines, that, of the two forms given in the laws 
of Identity and Contradiction, and by these laws 

a Tlii« ii shown more in detail by § 23 . — Ed. 

Hoffbaner, AnfangtgrUiuie derlA>gik, S See Schulze, Logilc, 3 19.— En. 
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affirmed as those exclusively possible, the one or the 
other must be affirmed as necessary. 

The law of Excluded Middle is the principle of 
Disjunctive Judgments, that is, of judgments in which 
a plurality of judgments are contained, and which 
stand in such a reciprocal relation that the affirmation 
of one is the denial of the other. 

I now go on to the fourth law. 


Par. XVII. 
I.aw of 
SoflUcient 
Reason, or 
of Reason 
and Conse- 
quent. 


H XVII. The thinking of an object, as actually 
characterised by positive or by negative attributes, 
is not left to the caprice of Understanding, — the 
Faculty of Thought ; but that faculty must be 
necessitated to this or that determinate act of 
thinking by a knowledge of something different 
from, and independent of, the process of thinking 
itself. This condition of our understanding is 
expressed by the law, as it is called, of Sufficient 
Reason, {principium Raiionis Sufficientis); but it 
is more properly denominated the law of Reason 
and Consequent, {principiwm Rationis et Conse- 
cutmiis). That knowledge by which the mind 
is necessitated to affirm or posit something else, 
is called the logical reason, ground, or antecedent; 
that something else which the mind is necessi- 
tated to affirm or posit, is called the logical con- 
sequent ; and the relation between the reason and 
consequent, is called the logical connection, or 
consequence. This law is expressed in the for- 
mula, — Infer nothing without a ground or reason.® 


Relations The relations between Reason and Consequent, when 

l^CtWQCQ 

Reason and Comprehended in a pure thought, are the following : — 

a See Schulze, Logik, § 19, and Krug, Ix>gik, § 20. - Ed. 
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1 . When a reason is explicitly or implicitly given, then lect. 

there must exist a consequent ; and, vice versa, when ^ — 

a consequent is given, there must also exist a reason. 

2. Where there is no reason, there can be no conse- 
quent ; and, vice versa, where there is no consequent, 

(either, implicitly or explicitly,) there can be no reason. 

That is, the concepts of reason and of consequent, as 
reciprocally relative, involve and suppose each other. 

The logical significance of the law of Reason and Logical sig- 
Consequent lies in this, — That in virtue of it, thought thi^u.Z ° 
is constituted into a series of acts all indissolubly con- 
nected ; each necessarily inferring the other. Thus it 
is that the distinction and opposition of possible, actual, 
and necessary matter, which has been introduced into 
Logic, is a doctrine whoUy extraneous to this science. 

I may observe that Reason is something different Rca«on and 
from Cause, and Consequent something different from andCauB® ' 

-r»/v» t 1 1 n* * 1 Effect. 

Lnect ; though cause and enect, in so lar as they are 
conceived in thought, stand to each other in the rela- 
tion of reason and consequent. Cause is thus thought 
of as a real object, which affords the reason of the 
existence of another real object, the effect ; and effect 
is thought of as a real object, which is the consequent 
of another real object, the cause. Accordingly, every 
cause is recognised in thought as a reason, and every 
effect is recognised in thought as a consequent ; but 
the converse is not true, that every reason is really 
considered a cause, and every consequent really con- 
sidered an effect. We must, therefore, carefully dis- 
tinguish mere reason and mere consequent, that is, 
ideal or logical reason and consequent, from the reason 
which is a cause and the consequent which is an effect, 
that is, real or metaphysical reason and consequent. 

“The expression logical reason and consequent refers 
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LECT. to the mere synthesis of thoughts ; whereas the ex- 
— — pression metaphysical reason and consequent denotes 
the real connection of existences. Hence the axiom 
Lid con«- of Causality, as a metaphysical principle, is essentially 
quenu (Jigerent from the axiom of Keason and Consequent, 
as a logical principle. Both, however, are frequently 
confounded with each other ; and the law of Reason 
and Consequent, indeed, formerly found its place in 
the systems of Metaphysic, while it was not, at least 
Oenendity explicitly. Considered in those of Logic. The two 

oftheteniu ^ • 71., 

terms condition and conditioned happily express at 
once the relations both of reason and consequent, and 
of cause and effect. A condition is a thing which 
determines, [negatively at least,] the existence of 
another ; the conditioned is a thing whose existence 
is determined in and by another. If used in an ideal 
or logical signification, condition and conditioned 
import only the reason in conjunction with its con- 
sequent ; if used in a real or metaphysical sense, they 
express the cause in connection with its effect.” “ 

Hi.uiry of I have now, in the prosecution of our inquiry into 
mentor the thc fundamental laws of logical thinking, to say a few 
ui uw. of words in regard to their History, — their history being 
Thought, narration of the order in which, and of the philo- 
sophers by whom, they were articulately developed. 


a Knig, Logik, pp. 62, 63. TbU 
exposition of the Uw of Reason and 
Consequent does not represent the 
Anther’s Utest view. In a note to 
the Disemsioru, p. 160, (where a 
similar doctrine had been main- 
tained in the article as originally 
published), he says; "The Logical 
relation of Kenton and Contequmt, 
as more than a mere corollary of the 
law of Non-cmtradiclion in its three 
phases, is, I am confident of proving, 
erroneous.” And again, in thc same 


work, p. 603 : " The principle of 
Sufficient Jieaion should be exduded 
from Logic. For, inasmuch as this 
principle is not material, it is only a 
derivation of the three formal laws ; 
and inasmuch as it is material, it 
coincides with the principle of Can* 
sality, and is extra-logical.” The 
Laws of Thought, properly so called, 
are thus reduced to three, — those of 
Ideutity, Contradiction, and Excluded 
Middle.— Ed. 
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Of the first three laws, which, from their intimate lect. 

V. 

cognation, may not unreasonably be regarded as only ^ — 

the three sides or phases of a single law, the law of idontuy 
Identity, which stands first in the order of nature, was tlo 
indeed that last developed in the order of time ; the tin^ 
axioms of Contradiction and of Excluded Middle hav- 
ing been long enoimced, ere that of Identity had been 
discriminated and raised to the rank of a co-ordinate 
principle. I shall not, therefore, now follow the order 
in which I detailed to you these laws, but the order in 
which they were chronologically generalised. 

The principles of Contradiction and of Excluded iiie pnn- 
Middle can both be traced back to Plato, by whom CoDtrmdic- 
they were enounced and frequently applied ; though Excluded 
it was not till lone after, that either of them obtained be‘tr«ced 

° . . back to 

a distinctive appellation. To take the principle ofpu«o. 
Contradiction first. This law Plato frequently em- 
ploys, but the most remarkable passages are found in 
the PhcBdOy in the Sophista, and in the fourth and 
seventh books of the Republic.'^ 

This law was, however, more distinctively and em- uw of 
phatically enounced by Aristotle. In one place,® he tjon ompiu- 
says : “ It is manifest that no one can conceive to enounced by 
himself that the same thing can at once be and not 
be, for thus he would hold repugnant opinions, and 
subvert the reality of trutL Wherefore, all who at- 
tempt to demonstrate, reduce everything to this as the 
ultimate doctrine ; for this is by nature the principle 
of all other axioms.” And in several passages of his 
M^physieSyf in his Prior Analytics,^ and in his 
Posterior Analytics, * he observes that “ some had 

a See Phado, p. 103 ; Sophitla, p. y L. iii. c. d. 

252 ; Republie, iv. p. 436 ; vii. p. J L. ii. c. 2. 

525.— Ea « L. i. c. 2. 

fl Metaph., L. iii (iv.) c. 3. 
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LECT. attempted to demonstrate this principle, — an attempt 

i — which betrayed an ignorance of those things whereof 

we ought to require a demonstration, and of those 
things whereof we ought not ; for it is impossible to 
demonstrate everything; as in this case, we must 
regress and regress to infinity, and all demonstration 
would, on that supposition, be impossible.” 
wiA th« Following Aristotle, the Peripatetics established this 
‘*‘*nc-*lTof highest principle of knowledge. From the 

oiti^u Aristotelians it obtained the name by which it 
nra^from has Subsequently been denominated, the principle, or 
Ari»to4«i- law, oiaxiom, of contradiction, {a^uofia Ttj^ cU^u^ouretu?)’ 
This name, at least,' is found in the Commentaries of 
Ammonius and Philoponus, where it is said to be 
“the criterion which divides truth from falsehood 
The School- throughout the universe of existence.” “ The School- 
men, in general, taught the same doctrine ; and Suarez 
even says, that the law of contradiction holds the 
same supremacy among the principles of know- 
ledge which the Deity does among the principles of 
existence.® 

Cotttrorer- After the decline of the Aristotelian philosophy, 
many controversies arose touching the truth, and still 
more touching the primitive or axiomatic character, 
'**• of this law. Some maintained that it was indemon- 


a For the name, aee Ammonina, 
In De InUrprtl., p. 163 b, ed. Aid. 
Venet. 1646. rhilopontu, /n AnaL 
Pr„ p. 13 b, 38 b, ed. Venet. 1636; 
In Anal. Pott., p. 30 b, ed. Aid. 
Venet. 1634. The language quoted 
in the text is nearly a translation of 
Ammonius, In Categ. , p. 140a : 'H /lip 
yip sar^^acif sol Act ^1 

wiarrwp rwr Hrrwr sol ftlj irrtiP ittupti 
rh iAitfit sol rh Ammonius 

is followed by Philopomu, who says : 
Tt 81 Trjs ivTi^datut /irl 

rdrrmv pit riy tyrmy sol pi) Sirruy 


iiatpti rh ^<E8as sal r^r iXrfitiay. 
In Anal. Post., L. L o. xi. f. 30b. — 
Ed. [Cf. Augustinus Niphns Snea- 
sanus, In Anal. Pott., p. 88, ed. 
Paris, 1640.] 

S See [Alstedius, Artium Libtra- 
Hum SytUma (8vo), p. 174 : “ Cog- 
nitio a priori est principiorum ; inter 
qua agmen dneit hoc, impossibile ttt 
idem eue et non esse. . . , Conaule 
Melapk. Suarezii ; ‘ Hoc, inqnam, 
tenet primatnm inter principia cog- 
noscendi, sient Deus inter principia 
essendL ’ ”] 
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strable; others that it could be proved, but proved lect. 

only indirectly by a reductio ad ahsurdum; while ^ — 

others again held that this could be directly done, 
and that, consequently, the law of Contradiction was 
not entitled to the dignity of a first principle.® In 
like manner, its employment was made a further mat- 
ter of controversy. Finally, it was disputed whether 
it were an immediate, native, or a priori datum of in- 
telligence ; or whether it were an a posteriori and ad- 
ventitious generalisation from experience. The latter 
alternative, that it was only an induction, was main- Locke, 
tained by Ltocke.^ This opinion was, however, validly 
refuted by Leibnitz ; who showed that it is admitted Leibniu. 
the moment the terms of its enunciation are under- 
stood, and that we implicitly follow it even when we 
are not explicitly conscious of its dictate.'^' Leibnitz, 
in some parts of his works, seems to identify the prin- 
ciples of Identity and Contradiction ; in others he dis- 
tinguishes them, but educes the law of Identity out 
of the law of Contradiction.* It is needless to pur- 
sue the subsequent history of this principle, which in lu ^th 
latter times has found none to gainsay the necessity 
and universality of its truth, except among those 
philosophers who, in Germany, have dreamt that man 
is competent to a cognition of the Absolute : and as 
a cognition of the absolute can only be established 
through positions repugnant, and, therefore, on logical 
principles, mutually exclusive, they have found it ne- 
cessary to start with a denial of the fundamental 
laws of thought ; and so, in their effort to soar to a 

a Cf. Suarez, DisputaUon«$ Mela* — Ed. 
physica, Disp. iii. § 3. — Ed. [Alste- 8 Compare Tliiodicie, § 44, Mona- 
^\XB^Enqfclopcedia,\j.\n,,Archelogia, dologie., § 31, with Nouveaux Essaisj 
c. vii. p. 80.] L. i. ch. i § 10 ; L. iv. ch. ii. § 1, — 

Essay, B. L ch. ii. § 4 . — Ed. Ed. 

y Nouveaitx Essais, B. L ch. i. § 4. 
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LECT. philosophy above logic and intelhgence, they have sub- 
verted the conditions of human philosophy altogether. 
Thus Schelling and Hegel prudently repudiated the 
principles of Contradiction and Excluded Middle as 
having any application to the absolute ; “ while again 
those philosophers, (as Cousin), who attempt a cognition 
of the absolute without a preliminary repudiation of 
the laws of Logic, at once involve themselves in contra- 
dictions, the cogency of which they do not deny, and 
from which they are wholly unable to extricate them- 
selves.® But this by the way, and on a subject which 
at present you cannot all be supposed to understand. 

L»w of The law of Excluded Middle between two contra- 

Midule. dictories remounts, as I have said, also to Plato, 
though the Second Alcihiades, the dialogue in which 
it is most clearly expressed, must be admitted to be 
spurious. ■>' It is also in the fragments of Pseudo- 

Expiicitiy Archytas, to be found in Stobseus.® It is expUcitly and 

enounced bj 

Ariitotio. emphatically enounced by Aristotle in many passages 


a See Schelling, Vom Ick alt Prin- 
cip der Philotophie, | 10 ; Hegel, 
Logik, b. u. c, 2 ; Enryklopojlit, | 
115, 119. Schelling endeavours to 
abrogate the principle of Contradic- 
tion in relation to the higher philo- 
Sophy, by assuming that of Identity ; 
the empirical antagonism between 
c <70 and tion-tgo being merged in the 
rdentity of the absolute ego. Hegel 
tpgards both principles alike as valid 
“•Jy for the finite Understanding, 
aa inapplicable to the higher 
t**'oces8ee of t^ Reason. This differ- 
ence l>etwoen the two philosophers 
Pointed out by the latter in his 
der Philotophie, {Werke, 
P- 698.) — Ed. [On rejection of 
Logical Laws, by Schelling, 
^ gpe Bachmann, Vber die 
medaer Zeit, p. 218, ed. 
**•, isig jjolzano, WitsenKha/it- 


lehre, iv. Logik, § 718. Sigwart, 
Logik, § 68, p. 42, ed. 1835. Her- 
bart, I>e Prindpio Logieo Excluri 
Afedii inter Contradietoria non negli- 
gendo. Gutting., 1833. Hartenstein, 
Ik Methodo Philosophias Jjogiea Ugi- 
but adttringenda, finibat non termi- 
nanda, Liinias 1835. On the logical 
and metaphysical significance of the 
principle of Contradiction, sec Plat- 
ner, Phil. ApK, I. § 673, and Kant, 
Kritik d. reinen Vemunft, p. 191, 
ed. 1790.] 

S See the Author's criticism of 
Cousin, Pitcuteiont, p. 1 rf teg. — Ed. 

7 Second Aleibiadet, p. 139. See 
also Sophitbi, p. 250 . — Ed. 

t Eclogce, L. ii. c. 2, p. 158, ed. 
Antwerp., 1575 ; Part ii. tom. i. p. 
22. ed. Heeren. Cf. Simplicius, In 
Arid, Categ., pp. 97, 103, ed. Basil, 
1551 .— Ed. 
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both of his Metaphysics, (L. iiL (iv.) c. 7.), aud of his lect. 

Analytics, ho\h. Prior (L.i.c.2) and Posterior,{h. i. c.4). ^ 

In the first of these he says : “ It is impossible that 
there should exist any medium between contradictory 
opposites, but it is necessary either to affirm or to 
deny everything of everything," And his expressions 
are similar in the other books. Cicero says “ that the cicero. 
foundation of Dialectic is, that whatever is enounced 
is either true or false.” This is from his Academics, 

(L. ii. c. xxix.), and there are parallel passages in his 
Topics, (c. xiv.), and his De Oratore, (L. ii. c. xxx.) 

This law, though universally recognised as a principle 
in the Greek Peripatetic school and in the schools of 
the middle ages, only received the distinctive appel- 
lation by which it is now known at a comparatively 
modem date." I do not recollect having met with a«iin- 
the term principium exclusi medii in any author 
older than the Leibnitian Baumgarten,® though Wolf‘>' 
speaks of the exdusio medii inter contradictoria. 

The law of Identity, I stated, was not explicated uw of 
as a co-ordinate principle till a comparatively recent 
period. The earliest author in whom I have found Anumiui 
this done, is Antonius Andreas, a scholar of Scotus, 
who fiourished at the end of the thirteenth and begin- 
ning of the fourteenth century. This schoolman, in 
the fourth book of his Commentary on Aristotle’s Meta- 
physics,* — a commentary which is full of the most in- 


a Lex contradictoriamm, prinei- 
piuin conlradUmtium {tc. propo»i- 
fjonuRi), as used in the schools, in- 
cluded the Uw of Contradiction and 
the law of Excluded Middle. See 
hlolinrons, Elenunta Logka, L. ii. c. 
14, [p. 172, ed. 1603: “Contradi- 
centium nans ezplieatur nno axiom- 
ate : — Contradicentia non (Hwaunt de 


eodem aimul ease vera; et neceesa- 
rium est contradioentinm alterum 
cuilibet Ki oonrenire, altenun non 
con venire.” — Ed.] 
a Metaphyska, g 10. — Ed. 
y Ontoloyia, 52, 63. 

S Qiueatio v. p. 21 a, ed. Venet., 
1513.— Ed. 
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genious and original views, — not only asserts to the 
■ law of Identity a co-ordinate dignity with the law of 
Contradiction, but, against Aristotle, he maintains, 
that the principle of Identity, and not the principle 
of Contradiction, is the one absolutely first. The for- 
mula in which Andreas expressed it was, Em est em. 
Subsequently to this author, the question concerning 
the relative priority of the two laws of Identity and 
of Contradiction became one much agitated in the 
schools; though there were also found some who 
asserted to the law of Excluded Middle this supreme 
rank.* Leibnitz, as I have said, did not always dis- 
tinguish the principles of Identity and of Contradic- 
tion. By Wolf the former was styled the principle 
of Certainty, {principium Certitudinis ) ; ^ but he, no 
more than Leibnitz himself, suflSciently discriminated 
between it and the law of Contradiction. This was, 
however, done by Baumgarten, another distinguished 
follower of Leibnitz,i' and from him it received the 
name of the principle of Position, that is, of Affirma- 
tion or Identity, [principium Positionis sive Identi- 
tatis ), — the name by which it is now universally 
known. This principle has foimd greater favour in 
the eyes of the absolutist philosophers, than those of 
Contradiction and Excluded Middle. By Fichte and 
Schelling it has been placed as the primary principle 
of all philosophy.* Hegel alone subjects it, along 
with the other laws of thought, to a rigid but fallaci- 
ous criticism ; and rejects it along with them as be- 

a [Alex, de Alee, In ArM. Me- eluded Middle, de qnovii ajirmatio 
taph., iv. t. 9.] Compare Sujutsz, ml negatio. — Ed. 

Ditp. Metaph., Diap. iii. § 3. Alex- $ Onlologia, §| 65, 288. — Ed. 

under profeesee to agree with Aria* -y Metaphyaica, § 11 Ed. 

totle in giving the firat place to the t See Fichte, Orundlage dtr pe- 
principle of Contradiction, but, in tammien Wissaueha/tdehre, g 1. 
fact, he identiSee it with that of Ex- SchoUiug, Vom IcA, § 7. — Ed. 
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longing to that lower sphere of knowledge, which is 
conversant only with the relative and finite.® 

The fourth law, that of Reason and Consequent, 
which stands apart by itself from the other three, was, 
like the laws of Contradiction and Excluded Middle, 
recognised by Plato He lays it down as a postu- 
late of reason, to admit nothing without a cause ; and 
the same is firequently done by his scholar Aristotle."’' 
Both, however, in reference to this principle, employ the 
ambiguous term cause, {alria, outmv) . Aristotle, indeed, 
distinguishes the law of Reason, as the ideal principle 
of knowledge, {apx^ yvwo-cws, principium cognos- 
cendi), from the real principle of production, {ipx^ rrj<: 
yevetrem, principium jiendi, principium essendi).* 
By Cicero the axiom of reason and consequent was, 
in like manner, comprehended under the formula, 
nihil sine causa,‘ — a formula adopted by the school- 
men ; although they, after Aristotle, distinguished 
under it the ratio essendi, and the ratio cognoscendi. 

In modem times, the attention of philosophers was 
called to this law by Leibnitz, who, on the two prin- 
ciples of Reason and of Contradiction, founded the 
whole edifice of his philosophy.^ Under the latter 
law, as I have mentioned, he comprehended, however, 
the principle of Identity ; and in the former he did 
not sufficiently discriminate, in terms, the law of Cau- 
sality, as a real principle, from the law of Reason, 
properly so called, as a formal or ideal principle. To 
this axiom he gave various denominations, — now call- 
ing it the principle of Determining Reason, now the 




a See above, p. 90 note a. — E d. 8 UttnfA., iv. (v.) 1 . — Ed. 

P Philtbus, p. 26 . — Ed. t De I>imnati<me, ii. c. 28 . — Ed. 

7 E. g., AruU. 16; Phy»., (See Thiodieie, §44. Uonadolo- 

ii. 3 ; littaph., i. I, 3; Jihet., u. 23. gie, g 31, 32 .— Ed. 

—Ed. 
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principle of Sufficient Reason, and now the principle 
of Convenience or Agreement, {convenientia) ; making 
it, in its real relation, the ground of all existence, in 
its ideal, the ground of all positive knowledge. On 
this subject there was a celebrated controversy be- 
tween Leibnitz and Dr Samuel Clarke, — a controversy 
on this, as on other points, eminently worthy of your 
study. The documents in which this controversy is 
contained, were published in the English edition under 
the title, A collection of Papers which passed between 
the late learned Mr Leibnitz and Dr Clarke, in the 
years 1715 and 1716, relating to the Principles of 
Natural Philosophy and Religion, London, I7l7.“ 

Wolf, the most distinguished follower of Leibnitz, 
employs the formula, — “ Nothing is without a suffi- 
cient reason why it is, rather than why it is not; 
that is, if anything is supposed to be {ponitur esse) 
something also must be supposed, whence it may be 
understood why the same is rather than is not” ^ He 
blames the schoolmen for confusing reason (ratio) with 
cause (causa) : but his censure equally applies to his 
master Leibnitz as to them and Aristotle ; for all of 
these philosophers, though they did not confound the 
two principles, employed ambiguous terms to denote 
them. 

The Leibnitian doctrine of the universality of the 
law of Sufficient Reason, both as a principle of exist- 
ence and of thought, excited much discussion among 
the philosophers, more particularly of Germany. In 
the earlier half of the last century, some controverted 

a See espedidly, Leibnitz’s Second Reason as the foundation of natural 
Letter, p. 20, in which the principle philosophy. — Ed. 
of Contradiction or Identity is as- 0 See Fischer’s LogUc, [§ 59, p. 38, 
sumed as the foundation of all ma- ed. 1838. Compare Wolf, Ontologia, 
thematics, and that of Sufficient §§ 70, 71.— Ed.] 
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the validity of the principle, others attempted to re- 
strict it.* Among other arguments, it was alleged, by 
the advocates of the former opinion, if the principle 
be admitted, that everything must have a sufficient 
reason why it is, rather than why it is not, — on this 
hypothesis, error itself will have such a reason, and, 
therefore, must cease forthwith to be error.^ 

Many philosophers, as Wolf and Baumgarten, 
endeavoured to demonstrate this principle by the 
principle of Contradiction ; while others, with better 
success, showed that all such demonstrations were 
illogical.'*' 

In the more recent systems of philosophy, the uni- 
versality and necessity of the axiom of Reason has, 
with other logical laws, been controverted and rejected 
by spectators on the absolute.* 


a As Feuerlin and Darjes. See 
Bachmann, Logik, p. 66, Leipsig, 
1828 ; Cl Degerando, IlUt. Comp, 
dea Syat. dc Phil., t. ii. p. 145, e<i 
1804.— Ed. 

0 See Bachmann, Logik, p. 66. 
With the foregoing history of the 
laws of Thought compare the same 
author, Logik, § 18-31. — Ed. 
y [Kiesewettcr, Allgememe Logik, 


P. i. p. 67] ; compare Lectures on 
Metaphynca, ii. pp. 396, 397, notes. 
—Ed. 

t [On principle of Double Nega- 
tion as another law of Thought, see 
Fries, Logik, § 41, p. 190 ; Calker, 
Denklehre oder Logik und Dialeklik, 
§ 165, p. 463 ; Bcneke, Lehrbuch der 
loya, §64, p. 41.] 
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LECTURE VI. 

8TOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION I.— NOETIC. 

THE FUNDAMENTAL LAWS OF THOUGHT — THEIR 
CLASSIFICATION AND IMPORT. 

LECT. Having concluded the Introductory Questions, we 
! — entered, in our last Lecture, upon our science itself. 

Logic is the Doctrine of Ele- 
ments, or that which considers the conditions of mere 
or possible thinking. These elements are of two kinds, 
— they are either the fundamental laws of thought as 
regulating its necessary products, or they are the pro- 
ducts themselves as regulated by those laws. The 
fundamental laws are four in number, — the law of 
Identity, the law of Contradiction, the law of Ex- 
cluded Middle, the law of Reason and Consequent.” 
The products of thought are three, — 1”, Concepts or 
Notions; 2°, Judgments; and 3°, Reasonings. In our 
last Lecture, we considered the first of these two parts 
of the doctrine of elements, and I went through the 
general explanation of the contents and import of the 
four laws, and their history. Without recapitulating 
what was then stated, I shall now proceed to certain 
general observations, which may be suggested in rela- 
tion to the four laws. 

o Sec, however, above, p. 8C, note o. — E d. 
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And, first of all, I may remark, that they naturally lkct. 

fall into two classes. The first of these classes con- — 

sists of the three principles of Identity, Contradiction, 
and Excluded Middle ; the second comprehends the ” the fo™ 
principle of Reason and Consequent alone. This clas- 
sification is founded both on the different reciprocal 
connection of the laws, and on the different nature of 
their results. 

In the first place, in regard to the difference of con- ■!>!• ei«- 
nection between the laws themselves, it is at once found«d”r, 
evident that the first three stand in a far more proxi- fenmce or 
mate relation to each other than to the fourth. The 
first three are, indeed, so intimately connected, that KWet. 
though it has not even been attempted to carry them up 
into a higher principle, and though the various and con- 
tradictory endeavours that have been made to elevate 
one or other into an antecedent, and to degrade others 
into consequents, have only shown, by their failure, 
the impossibility of reducing the three to one ; still 
so intimate is their connection, that each in fact sup- 
poses the others. They are like the three sides of a 
triangle ; not the same, not reducible to unity, each 
pretending with equal right to a prior consideration, 
and each, if considered first, giving in its own exist- 
ence the existence of the other two. This intimacy 
of relation does not subsist between the principle of 
Reason and Consequent and the three other laws; 
they do not, in the same necessary manner, suggest 
each other in thought The explanation of this is 
found in the different nature of their results; and 
this is the second subject of our consideration," 

In the second place, then, the distinction of the four 

a For a later development of the dietiiiction here indicated, ace Dit- 
Anthor’a philoeo[di 7 aa rcgaida the cuaions, p. 602 tt leq. — Ed, 
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difforence 
of the end 
which the 
two cluses 
•cvenUly 
eccompfiah^ 


laws into two classes is not only warranted by the 
difference of their mutual dependence in thought, but, 
likewise, by the difference of the end which the two 
classes severally accomplish. For the first three laws 
not only stand apart by themselves, (forming, as it 
were, a single principle viewed in three different as- 
pects,) but they necessitate a result very different, both 
in kind and in degree, from that determined by the 
law of Reason and Consequent. The difference in 
their result consists in this, — Whatever violates the 
laws, whether of Identity, of Contradiction, or of Ex- 
cluded Middle, we feel to be absolutely impossible, not 
only in thought but in existence. Thus we cannot 
attribute even to Omnipotence the power of making 
a thing different from itself, of making a thing at once 
to be and not to be, of making a thing neither to be 
nor not to be. These three laws thus determine to 
us the sphere of possibility and of impossibility ; and 
this not merely in thought but in reality, not only 
logically but metaphysically. Very different is the 
result of the law of Reason and Consequent This 
principle merely excludes from the sphere of positive 
thought what we cannot comprehend; for whatever 
we comprehend, that through which we comprehend 
it is its reason. What therefore, violates the law of 
Reason and Consequent merely, in virtue of this law 
becomes a logical zero ; that is, we are compelled to 
think it as unthinkable, but not to think it, though 
actually non-existent subjectively or in thought, as 
therefore necessarily non-existent objectively or in 
reality. And why, it may be asked, does the law of 
Reason and Consequent not equally determine the 
sphere of general possibility, as the laws of Identity, 
Contradiction, and Excluded Middle ? Why are we 
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to view the unthinkable in the one case not to be lbct. 
equally impossible in reality, as the unthinkable in 


the other ? Some philosophers have, on the one hand, Twocoantcr 
asserted to the Deity the power of reconciling contra- 
dictions while, on the other, a greater munber have if'obpS’re 
made the conceivable in human thought the gauge of ***“ 
the possible in existence. What warrants us, it may 
be asked, to condemn these opposite procedures as 
equally unphilosophical 1 In answer to this, though 
the matter belongs more properly to Metaphysic than 
to Logic, I may say a few words, which, however, I 
am aware, cannot, by many of you, be as yet ade- 
quately understood. 

To deny the universal application of the first three Th«reipec. 
laws, is, in fact, to subvert the reality of thought ; 
and as this subversion is itself an act of thought, it^eimof 
in fact annihilates itself 

When, for example, I say that A is, and then say xl”d^^he 
that A is not, by the second assertion I sublate or take 
away what, by the first assertion, I posited or laid 
down ; thought, in the one case, undoing by negation 
what, in the other, it had by affirmation done. But 
when it is asserted, that A existing and A non-existing 
are at once true, what does this imply 1 It implies 
that negation and affirmation correspond to nothing 
out of the mind, — that there is no agreement, no dis- 
agreement between thought and its objects ; and this 
is tantamount to saying that truth and falsehood arc 
merely empty sounds. For if we only think by affir- 
mation and negation, and if these are only as they 
are exclusive of each other, it follows, that unless 
existence and non-existence be opposed objectively in 
the same manner as affirmation and negation arc 

a Com)»re I^e Clero, Logka, part ii. c. 3 . — Ed. 
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LKCT. opposed subjectively, all our thought is a mere illu- 
sion. Thus it is, that those who would assert the 
possibility of contradictories being at once true, in fact 
annihilate the possibility of truth itself, and the whole 
signihcance of thought. 

Bat ihii it But this is not the case when we deny the universal, 
in ih”d8- the absolute, application of the law of Reason and 
oiiTOTtij' Consequent. When I say that a thing may be, of 
!lFthe“iwof which I cannot conceive the possibility, (that is, by 
conceiving it as the consequent of a certain reason,) 
I only say that thought is limited ; but within its 
limits, I do not deny, I do not subvert, its truth. But 
how, it may be asked, is it shown that thought is thus 
limited 1 How is it shown that the inconceivable is 
not an index of the impossible, and that those philo- 
sophers who have employed it as the criterion of the 
absurd, are themselves guilty of absurdity ? This is 
a matter which will come under our consideration at 
Thii i»w another time and in its proper place ; at present it 
not will be sufficient to state in general, that the hypothe- 
mciuuro°of sis which makes the thinkable the measure of the pos- 
poisibility. sible brings the principle of Reason and Consequent at 
once into collision with the three higher laws, and this 
hypothesis itself is thus reduced at once to contradic- 
tion and absurdity. For if we take a comprehensive 
view of the phsenomena of thought, we shall find that 
all that we can positively think, that is, all that is 
within the jurisdiction of the law of Reason and Con- 
sequent, lies between two opposite poles of thought, 
which, as exclusive of each other, cannot, on the prin- 
ciples of Identity and Contradiction, both be true, but 
of which, on the principle of Excluded Middle, the 
one or the other must. Let us take, for example, any 
of the general objects of our knowledge. Let us take 
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body, or rather, since body as extended is included lect. 

under extension, let us take extension itself, or space. ^ — 

Now extension alone will exhibit to us two pairs of 
contradictory inconceivables, that is, in all, four in- 
comprehensiblcs, but of which, though all are equally 
unthinkable, and, on the hypothesis in question, all, 
therefore, equally impossible, we are compelled, by 
the law of Excluded Middle, to admit some two as 
true and necessary. 

Extension, then, may be viewed either as a whole By refer- 
or as a part ; and, m each aspect, it anords us two tension, i°, 
incogitable contradictories. 1°, Taking it as a whole : 

— space, it is evident, must either be limited, that is, 
have an end, a circumference ; or unlimited, that is, 
have no end, no circumference. These are contradic- 
tory suppositions; both, therefore, cannot, but one 
must, be true. Now let us try positively to compre- 
hend, positively to conceive, the possibility of either of 
these two mutually exclusive altemativea Can we 
represent or realise in thought extension as absolutely 
limited 1 in other words, can we mentally hedge round 
the whole of space, conceive it absolutely bounded, that 
is, so that beyond its boundary there is no outlying, sp»«or 
no surrounding space ? This is impossible. What- »breiuu"y“ 
ever compass of space we may enclose by any bmita- think&bio. 
tion of thought, we shall find that we have no dif- 
ficulty in transcending these limits. Nay, we shall 
find that we cannot but transcend them ; for we are 
unable to think any extent of space except as within 
a still ulterior space, of which, let us think till the 
powers of thinking fail, we can never reaeh the cir- 
cumference. It is thus impossible for us to think 
space as a totality, that is, as absolutely bounded, but 
all-containing. We may, therefore, lay down this first 
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LECT. extreme as inconceivable. We cannot think space as 
: — limited. 

spKo an- Let us now consider its contradictory ; can we 
concoivjiie, comprehend the possibility of infinite or unlimited 
diciory. space ? To supposB this is a direct contradiction in 
terms ; it is to comprehend the incomprehensible. We 
think, we coneeive, we comprehend, a thing, only as 
we think it as within or under something else ; but to 
do this of the infinite is to think the infinite as finite, 
which is contradictory and absurd, 
objotiion Now here it may be asked, how have we then the 

from the . . ■' 

nwM «ud word infinite f How have we the notion whieh this 
the lufinito word expresses ? The answer to this question is con- 

obviated. .,r,,... , .. 

tamed m the distinction of positive and negative 
Dirtinction thought. We have a positive eoncept of a thing, when 
we think it by the qualities of which it is the comple- 
nttiOT!**”"* ment. But as the attribution of qualities is an aflSr- 
mation, as affirmation and negation are relatives, and 
as relatives are known only in and through each other, 
we cannot, therefore, have a consciousness of the affir- 
mation of any quality, without having at the same 
time the correlative consciousness of its negation. 
Now, the one consciousness is a positive, the other 
consciousness is a negative notion. But, in point of 
fact, a negative notion is only the negation of a 
notion ; we think only by the attribution of certain 
qualities, and the negation of these qualities and of 
this attribution, is simply, in so far, a denial of our 
thinking at all. As affirmation always suggests nega- 
tion, every positive notion must likewise suggest a 
negative notion ; ^nd as language is the reflex of 
thought, the positive and negative notions are ex- 
pressed by positive and negative names. Thus it is 
with the infinite. The finite is the only object of real 
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or positive thought ; it is that alone which we think lect. 

by the attribution of determinate characters; the : — 

infinite, on the contrary, is conceived only by theSpreiSd"* 
thinking away of every character by which the finite Sm?**'" 
was conceived; in other words, we conceive it only 
as inconceivable. This relation of the infinite to the 
finite is shown, indeed, in the terms by which it is 
expressed in every language. Thus in Latin, infinitum; 
in Greek, aireipov; in German, unendlich; in all of 
which original tongues the word expressive of the 
infinite is only a negative expression of the finite or 
limited. Thus the very objection fi'om the existence 
of a name and notion of the infinite, when analysed, 
only proves more clearly that the infinite is no object 
of thought ; that we conceive it, not in itself, but only 
in correlation and contrast to the finite. 

The indefinite is, however, sometimes confounded The in<io- 
with the infinite ; though there are hardly two notions inBniu,.— 
which, without being contradictory, difier more widely, guubod. 
The indefinite has a subjective, the infinite an objec- 
tive relation. The one is merely the negation of the 
actual apprehension of limits, the other the negation 
of the possible existence of limits. 

But to return whence we have been carried, it is Sp»ce •• 
manifest that we can no more realise the thought or ud>p*ceu 
conception of infinite, unbotmded, or unlimited space, being two 
than we can realise the conception of a finite or ab- »bie conti^- 
solutely bounded space. But these two inconceivables fho'tTiTif 
are reciprocal contradictories, and if we are unable to oenwquent 
comprehend the possibility of either, while, however, Seref^, 
on the principle of Excluded Middle one or other must criterion of 
be admitted, the hypothesis is manifestly false, that pro- p^mty. 
poses the subjective or formal law of Reason and Con- 
sequent as the criterion of real or objective possibility. 
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LBCT. It is needless to show that the same result is given 

1— by the experiment made on extension considered as 

d!l>'OT“by“ a part, as divisible. Here, if we attempt to divide 
extension in thought, we shall neither, on the one 
hand, succeed in conceiving the possibility of an 
absolute minimum of space, that is, a minimum ex 
hypothesi extended, but which cannot be conceived as 
divisible into parts, nor, on the other, of carrying on 
this division to infinity. But as these are contradic- 
tory opposites, they again afford a similar refutation 
of the hypothesis in question. 

3*. Byrefcr- But the samc conclusion is reached by simply con- 

uw of sidering the law of Reason and Consequent in itself. 
Contoquoiii This law enjoins, — Think nothing without a reason 
why we must think it, that is, think nothing except 
as contained in, as evolved out of, something else 
which we already know. Now this reason, — this 
something else, — in obedience to this very law, must, 
as itself known, be itself a consequent of some other 
antecedent ; and this antecedent be again the conse- 
quent of some anterior or higher reason ; and so on, 
ad infinitum. But the human mind is not possessed 
of infinite powers, or of an infinite series of reasons 
and consequents; on the contrary, its faculties are 
very limited, and its stock of knowledge is very small. 
To erect this law, therefore, into a standard of exist- 
ence, is, in fact, to bring down the infinitude of the 
universe to the finitude of man, — a proceeding than 


Tho uw. of which nothing can be imagined more absurd. The 
fact is, that the law of Reason and Consequent can, 
cible to with the law of Cause and EflFect, the law of Sub- 
cipie” stance and Pheenomenon, &c., be, if I am not mis- 


taken, all reduced to one higher principle ; a principle 


which explains from the very limitation of the human 
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mind, from the very imbecility of its powers, a great l^. 

variety of phaenomena, which, from the liberality of — • 

philosophers, have obtained for their solution a num- 
ber of positive and special principles. This, however, 
is a discussion which would here be out of place.® 

What, however, has been said may suffice to show, somnury 
that, while the first three laws of thought are of an th« .ph^ 
absolute and universal cogency, the fourth is only of of thought 
a cogency relative and particular ; that while the for- 
mer determine the possibility, not only of all thought 
but of all real knowledge, the latter only regulates the 
validity of mediate or reflective thought. The laws 
of Identity, Contradiction, and Excluded Middle are, 
therefore, not only logical but metaphysical principles, 
the law of Reason and Consequent a logical principle 
alone ; a doctrine which is, however, the converse of 
what is generally taught. 

I proceed, now, to say a few words on the general The gonerei 
influence which these laws exert upon the operations whicrtbo 
of thinking. These operations, however various and 
multiform they may seem, are so governed in all their o^nuiom 
manifestations by the preceding laws, that no thought ° 
can pretend to validity and truth which is not in 
consonance with, which is not governed by, them. 

For man can recognise that alone as real and assured, 
which the laws of his understanding sanction ; and 
he cannot but regard that as false and unreal, which 
these laws condemn. From this, however, it by no 
means follows that what is thought in conformity, 
to these laws is, therefore, true ; for the sphere of 
thought is far wider than the sphere of reality, and 
no inference is valid from the correctest thinking of 
an object to its actual existence. While these lawn. 

p See Dhaumons, p. 609. — Es. 


r thioking. 
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LF/rr. therefore, are the highest eriterion of the non-reality 
of an object, they are no criterion at all of its reality; 
and they thus stand to existence in a negative and 
not in a positive relation. And what I now say of 
the fundamental principles of thought in general, 
holds equally of all their proximate and special appli- 
cations, that is, of the whole of Logic. Logic, as I 
have already explained, considering the form alone of 
thought to the exclusion of its matter, can draw no 
conclusion from the correctness of the manner of 
thinking an object to the reality of the object itself. 
Thotrao Yet among modem, nay recent, philosophers, two 
opposite doctrines have sprung up, which, on opposite 
sides, have overlooked the tme relations of Logic. 
“ 0*^® party of philosophers defining truth in general, 
thep^itTve — the absolute harmony of our thoughts and cogni- 
tions, — divide truth into formal (or logical) and 
ThodiTiiion material (or metaphysical), according as that harmony 
is in consonance with the laws of formal thought, or, 
“,5dle!L~ over and above, with the laws of real knowledge.® 
The criterion of formal trath they place in the prin- 
ciples of Contradiction and of sufiicient Reason, 
enouncing that what is non-contradictory and conse- 
quent is formally true. This criterion, which is posi- 
tive and immediate of formal truth, (inasmuch as what 
is non-contradictory and consequent can always be 
thought as possible), they style a negative and medi- 
ate criterion of material tmth : as what is self-con- 
tradictory and logically inconsequent is in reality 
impossible; at the same time, what is not self-con- 
tradictory and not logically inconsequent is not, how- 
ever, to be regarded as having an actual existence. 

a See Kaet, LogUc, Einleitung, yU, § 42. — £i>. 
vii. ; Krug, Logit, § 22 ; Fries, /m- 
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But here the foundation is treacherous ; the notion of lrct. 

VL 

truth is false. When we speak of truth, we are not 

satisfied with knowing that a thought harmonises wiuiu’~ 
with a certain system of thoughts and cognitions; 
but, over and above, we require to be assured that 
what we think is real, and is as we think it to be. 

Are we satisfied on this point, we then regard our 
thoughts as true ; whereas if we are not satisfied of 
this, we deem them false, how well soever they may 
quadrate with any theory or system. It is not, there- 
fore, in any absolute harmony of mere thought that 
truth consists, but solely in the correspondence of our 
thoughts with their objects. The distinction of for- 
mal and material truth is thus not only unsound in 
itself, but opposed to the notion of truth universally 
held, and embodied in all languages. But if this 
distinction be inept, the title of Logic, as a positive 
standard of truth, must be denied ; it can only be a 
negative criterion, being conversant with thoughts 
and not with things, with the possibility and not 
with the actuality of existence.* 

The preceding inaccuracy is, however, of little mo- 2. Tho Ab. 
ment compared with the heresy of another class of pilSJ^fon* 
philosophers, to whose observations on this point I Sr 
can, however, only allude. Some of you may, per- “*'***■ 
haps, find a difficulty in believing the statement, that 
there is a considerable party of philosophers, illus- 
trious for the highest speculative talent, and whose 
systems, if not at present, were, a few years ago, the 
most celebrated, if not the most universally accredited, 
in Europe, who establish their metaphysical theories 
on the subversion of all logical truth.^ I refer to 
those philosophers who hold that man is capable of 

a Easer, Loyik, i>. 65-6 .— Eb. 0 See aboTe, p. 90, note a. — E d. 
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more than a relative notion of existence, — that he 
is competent to a knowledge of absolute or infinite 
being, (for these terms they use convertibly,) in an 
identity of knowledge and existence, of himself and 
the Divinity. This doctrine, which I shall not now 
attempt to make you understand, is developed in very 
various schemes, that is, the difierent philosophers 
attempt, by very difierent and contradictory methods, 
to arrive at the same end; all these systems, how- 
ever, agree in this, — they are all at variance with the 
four logical laws. Some, indeed, are established on 
the express denial of the validity of these laws ; and 
others, without daring overtly to reject their autho- 
rity, are still built in violation of their precept. In 
fact, if contradiction remain a criterion of falsehood, 
if Logic and the laws of thought be not viewed as 
an illusion, the philosophy of the Absolute, in all its 
forms, admits of the most direct and easy refutation. 
But on this matter I only now touch, in order that 
you may not be ignorant, that there are philosophers, 
and philosophers of the highest name, who, in pursuit 
of the phantom of absolute knowledge, are content to 
repudiate relative knowledge, logic, and the laws of 
tliought. This hallucination is, however, upon the 
wane, and as each of these theorists contradicts his 
brother. Logic and Common Sense wiU at length re- 
fute them all. 

Before leaving the consideration of this subject, it 
is necessary to notice a mistake of Dr Reid, which it 
is not more remarkable that he should have commit- 
ted, than that others have been found to follow and 
applaud it, as the correction of a general error. In 
the fourth Essay on the Intellectual Poivers, and in 
the third chapter, entitled Mistakes concerning Con- 
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cefption^ there is the following passage, which at once lect. 

exhibits not only his own opinion, but the universality ^ 

of the doctrine to which it is opposed : — 

“There remains,” he says, “ another mistake con- Re«d 
ceming conception, which deserves to be noticed. It 
is — That our conception of things is a test of their 
possibility, so that, what we can distinctly conceive, 
we may conclude to be possible ; and of what is im- 
possible, we can have no conception. 

“This opinion has been held by philosophers for 
more than a hundred years, without contradiction or 
dissent, as far as I know ; and, if it be an error, it 
may be of some use to inquire into its origin, and 
the causes that it has been so generally received as a 
maxim whose truth could not be brought into doubt.” 

I may here obsers^e that this limitation of the pre- 
valence of the opinion in question to a very modem 
period is altogether incorrect; it was equally pre- 
valent in ancient times, and as many passages could 
easily be quoted from the Greek logicians alone as 
Dr Reid has quoted from the philosophers of the cen- 
tury prior to himself. Dr Reid goes on : — 

“ One of the fruitless questions agitated among the 
scholastic philosophers in the dark ages was — What 
is the criterion of tmth ? as if men could have any . 
other way to distinguish truth from error, but by the 
right use of that power of judgment which God has 
given them. 

“ Descartes endeavoured to put an end to this con- 
troversy, by making it a fundamental principle in his 
system, that whatever we clearly and distinctly per- 
ceive, is true.” 

“ To understand this principle of Descartes, it must 

o Collected Works, p. 376*8 . — Ed. 
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be observed, that he gave the name of perception to 
every power of the human imderstanding ; and in 
explaining this very maxim, he tells us that sense, 
imagination, and pure intellection, are only different 
modes of perceiving, and so the maxim was under- 
stood by all his followers. 

“ The learned Dr Cudworth seems also to have 
adopted this principle. ‘ The criterion of true know- 
ledge,’ says he, ‘ is only to be looked for in our know- 
ledge and conceptions themselves : for the entity of 
all theoretical truth is nothing else but clear intel- 
ligibility, and whatever is clearly conceived is an 
entity and a truth ; but that which is false. Divine 
power itself cannot make it to be clearly and dis- 
tinctly understood. A falsehood can never be clearly 
conceived or apprehended to be true.’ {Eternal and 
Immutable Morality, p. 172, &c.) 

“ This Cartesian maxim seems to me to have led 
the way to that now under consideration, which seems 
to have been adopted as the proper correction of the 
former. When the authority of Descartes declined, 
men began to see that we may clearly and distinctly 
conceive what is not true, but thought, that our con- 
ception, though not in all cases a test of truth, might 
be a test of possibility. 

“ This indeed seems to be a necessary consequence 
of the received doctrine of ideas; it being evident 
that there can be no distinct image, either in the mind 
or anywhere else, of that which is impossible. The 
ambiguity of the word conceive, which we observed. 
Essay i, chap, i., and the common phraseology of 
saying, we cannot coTiceive such a thing, when we would 
signify that we think it impossible, might likewise 
contribute to the reception of this doctrine. 
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“ But whatever was the origin of this opinion, it 
seems to prevail universally, and to be received as a 
maxim. 

“ ‘ The bare having an idea of the proposition 
proves the thing not to be impossible ; for of an im- 
possible proposition there can be no idea.’ — Dr Samuel 
Clarke. 

“ ‘ Of that which neither does nor can exist we can 
have no idea.’ — Lord Bolingbroke. 

“ ‘ The measure of impossibility to us is inconceiv- 
ablcness, that of which we can have no idea, but that 
reflecting upon it, it appears to be nothing, we pro- 
• nounce to be impossible.’ — Abemethy. 

“ ‘ In every idea is implied the possibility of the 
existence of its object, nothing being clearer than that 
there can be no idea of an impossibility, or conception 
of what cannot exist.’ — Dr Price. 

“ ‘ Impossibile est cujus nuUam notionem formarc 
possumus ; possibile e contra, cui aliqua respondet 
notio.’ — Wolfii Ontologia. 

“ ‘ It is an established maxim in metaphysics, that 
whatever the mind conceives, includes the idea of 
possible existence, or, in other words, that nothing we 
imagine is absolutely impossible.’ — D. Hume. 

“ It were easy to muster up many other respectable 
authorities for this maxim, and I have never found 
one that called it in question. 

“ If the maxim be true in the extent which the 
famous Wolfius has given it in the passage above 
quoted, we shall have a short road to the determina- 
tion of every question about the possibility or impos- 
sibility of things. We need only look into our own 
breast, and that, like the Urim and Thummim, will 
give an infallible answer. If we can conceive the 


LECT. 

VI. 


Digitized by Google 



112 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. thing, it ia possible ; if not, it is impossible. And, 

^ — surely, every man may know whether he can conceive 

what is aflBnned, or not. 

“ Other philosophers have been satisfied with one 
half of the maxim of Wolfiua They say, that what- 
ever we can conceive is possible; but they do not 
say, that whatever we cannot conceive is impossible.” 

On this I may remark, that Dr Reid’s criticism of 
Wolf must be admitted in so far as that philosopher 
maintains our inability to conceive a thing as possible, 
to be the rule on which we are entitled to pronounce 
it impossible. But Dr Reid now advances a doctrine 
which 1 cannot but regard as radically erroneous. 

“ I cannot help thinking even this to be a mis- 
take which philosophers have been unwarily led into, 
from the causes before mentioned. My reasons are 
these : — 

“1. Whatever is said to be possible or impossible 
is expressed by a proposition. Now, what is it to 
conceive a proposition 1 I think it is no more than 
to understand distinctly its meaning. I know no 
more that can be meant by simple apprehension or 
conception, when applied to a proposition. The 
axiom, therefore, amounts to this : — Every proposi- 
tion, of which you understand the meaning dis- 
tinctly, is possible. I am persuaded that I under- 
stand as distinctly the meaning of this proposition. 
Any two sides of a triangle are together equal to the 
third, as of this. Any two sides of a triangle are to- 
gether greater than the third ; yet the first of these is 
impossible.” 

criUciied. Now this is a singular misunderstanding of the 
sense in which it has been always held by philoso- 
phers, that what is contradictory is conceived as 
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inconceivable and impossible.® No philosopher, I 
make bold to say, ever dreamt of denying that we 
can distinctly understand the meaning of the pro- 
position, the terms of which we recognise to be con- 
tradictory, and, as contradictory, to annihilate each 
other. When we enounce the proposition, A is not- 
A, we clearly comprehend the separate meaning of the 
terms A and not- A, and also the import of the asser- 
tion of their identity. But this very understanding 
consists in the consciousness that the two terms arc 
contradictories, and that as such it is impossible to 
unite them in a mental judgment, though they stand 
united in a verbal proposition. If we attempt this, 
the two mutually exclusive terms not only cannot be 
thought as one, but in fact annihilate each other; 
and thus the result, in place of a positive judgment, 
is a negation of thought. So far Dr Reid is wrong. 
But he is not guilty of the absurdity attributed 
to him by Dr Gleig; he does not say, as by that 
writer he is made to say, that “any two sides of 
a triangle may be conceived to be equal to the third, 
as distinctly as any two sides of a triangle may be 
conceived to be greater than the third.” ^ These are 
not Dr Reid’s words, and nothing he says warrants the 
attribution of such expressions to him, in the sense in 
which they are attributed. He is made to hold, not 
merely that we can imderstand two terms as contra- 
dictory, but that we are able to combine them in the 
unity of thought After the passage already quoted, 
Reid goes on to illustrate, in various points of view, 
the supposed error of the philosophers ; but as all he 

a See the Author’* note*, Reuf* padia Brilannica, 7th edit, p. 620. 
Wurki, p. 377 .— Ed. —Ed. 

0 Art. “Metaphysic*,” Encyclo- 

VOL. I. ** 
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says on this head originates in the misconception 
already shown of the opinion he controverts, it is 
needless to take any further notice of his argu- 
ments. 

We have thus considered the conditions of Logic, 
in so far as certain laws or principles are prescribed ; 
we have now to consider its conditions, in so far as 
certain postulates are demanded. Of these there are 
more than one, but one alone it is here requisite to 
signalise ; for although it be necessarily supposed in 
the science, strange to say, it has, by logical writers, 
not only been always passed over in silence, but 
frequently and inconsistently violated. This postu- 
late I comprise in the following paragraph ; — 

U XVIII. The only postulate of Logic which re- 
quires an articulate enouncement is the demand, 
that before dealing with a judgment or reasoning 
expressed in language, the import of its terms 
should be fully understood ; in other words, liO- 
gic postulates to be allowed to state expbcitly in 
language all that is implicitly contained in the 
thought.” 


This postulate cannot be refused. In point of fact, 
as I have said. Logic has always proceeded on it, in 
overtly expressing all the steps of the mental process 
in reasoning, — all the propositions of a syllogism ; 
whereas, in common parlance, one at least of these 
steps or propositions is usually left unexpressed. 
This postulate, as we shall have occasion to observe 
in the sequel, though a fundamental condition of 
Logic, has not been consistently acted on by logicians 

o See Appendix VI.— Ed. 
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ill their development of the science ; and from this lect. 

omission have arisen much confusion and deficiency 1— 

and error in our present system of Logic. The illus- 
tration of this postulate will appropriately find its 
place on occasion of its applications. I now articu- 
lately state it, because it immediately follows in order 
the general axioms of the science ; and, at present, I 
only beg that you will bear it in mind. I may, how- xhu pMtu- 

I f 1 • 1 1 • 1 / 1 1 •»*« '“plied 

ever, before leaving the subject, observe, (what has in the Joc- 
already, I believe, been mentioned), that Aristotle 
states of Syllogistic, and, of course, his statement Arirtotie. 
applies to Logic in general, that the doctrine of syllo- 
gism deals, not with the external expression of rea- 
soning, in ordinary language, but with the internal 
reasoning of the mind itself." But of this again and 
more fully, in the proper places. 

In like manner, we might here, as is done in 
Mathematics, premise certain definitions; but these 
it will be more convenient to state as they occur in 
the progress of our development. I, therefore, pass 
on to the Second Section of the Doctrine of Elements, 
which is occupied with the products of thought ; in 
other words, with the processes regulated by the pre- 
vious conditions. 


a Anal. Post., i. IO.^Ed. 
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LECTURE VII. 

STOICIIEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

I. ENNOEMATIC — OF CONCEPTS OR NOTIONS. 

A. OF CONCEPTS IN GENERAL. 

I CONCLUDED, in my last Lecture, all that I think it 
necessary to say in regard to the Fundamental Laws of 
Thought, or the necessary conditions of the thinkable. 
The discussion, I am aware, must have been found 
somewhat dry, and even abstruse ; not that there is 
the smallest difficulty in regard to the apprehension 
of the laws themselves, for these are all self-evident 
propositions, but because, though it is necessary in 
a systematic view of Logic to commence with the 
elementary principles of thought, it is impossible, in 
speaking of these and their appUcation, not to employ 
expressions of the most abstract generality, and even 
not to suppose a certain acquaintance with words and 
things, which, however, only find their explanation in 
the subsequent development of the science. 

Having considered, therefore, the four Laws of 
Thought, with the one Postulate of Logic, which con- 
stitute the First Section of the Doctrine of Logical 
Elements, I now proceed to the Second, — that which 
is conversant about Logical Products. These pro- 
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ducts, though identical in kind, are of three different lect. 

degrees ; for while Concepts, Judgments, and Reason- 1— 

ings, are all equally the products of the same Faculty iSj^Xcu 
of Comparison, they still fall into three classes, as 
the act, and, consequently, the result of the act, isSSSoT^ 
of a greater or a less simplicity. These three degrees 
are all in fact, strictly, only modifications of the 
second, as both concepts and reasonings may be re- 
duced to judgments ; for the act of judging, that is, 
the act of affirming or denying one thing of another 
in thought, is that in which the understanding or 
Faculty of Comparison is essentially expressed. By 
anticipation : — A concept is a judgment ; for, on the 
one hand, it is nothing but the result of a foregone 
judgment, or series of judgments, fixed and recorded 
in a word, — a sign, and it is only amplified by the 
annexation of a new attribute, through a continuance 
of the same process. On the other hand, as a concept 
is thus the synthesis or complexion, and the record, I 
may add, of one or more prior acts of judgment, it 
can, it is evident, be analysed into these again ; every 
concept is, in fact, a judgment or a fasciculus of judg- 
ments, — these judgments only not explicitly developed 
in thought, and not formally expressed in terms. 

Again, a reasoning is a judgment ; for a reasoning 
is only the affirmation of the connection of two things 
with a third, and, through that third, with each other. 

It is thus only the same function of thought which is 
at work in Conception, Judgment, and Reasoning; and 
these express no real, no essential, distinction of opera- 
tion, but denote only the different relations in which 
we may regard the indivisible act of thought Thus, 
the consideration of concepts cannot be effected out of 
aU relation to, and without even some anticipation of. 
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lect. the doctrine of judgments. This being premised, I 
now proceed to the consideration of the Products 
of Thought, viewed in the three relations or the 
three degrees, of Concepts, Judgments, and Reason- 
ings. 

Under the Second Section of Stoicheiology, Con- 
cepts or Notions form the First Chapter. 

I. Of Con. Now in treating of Concepts, the order I shall fol- 

nSiTo^,— low is this, — I shall, in the first place, treat of them 
j[ra«ion. in general ; in the second, treat of them in special. 
Under the former, or general, head, will be considered, 
1°, What they are ; 2°, How they are produced. 
Under the latter, or special, head, they will be con- 
sidered under their various relations. And here, 
I may observe, that as you obtain no information 
from Dr Whately in regard to the primary laws of 
thought, — these laws being in fact apparently un- 
wh»toiy’« known to every British logician old or new, — so you 
thodoctriDO will find but little or no aid from his Elements towards 
oi cimcepu. understanding of the doctrine of concepts. His 
omission, in this respect, cannot be excused by his 
error in regard to the object-matter of Logic ; that 
object, you will recollect, being on his view, or rather 
one of his views, not thought in general or the pro- 
ducts of the comparative faculty in their three degrees, 
but reasoning or argumentation alone ; for even on 
the hypothesis that Logic is thus limited, still as the 
doctrine of reasoning can only be scientifically evolved 
out of the doctrine of concepts, the consideration of 
the latter forms the indispensable condition of a satis- 
factory treatment of the former. But not only is 

a Trtnli*e of Human Ka- prehension is iin|> 08 siblc without 

Uirc, 6k. L part iii. § 7. Jac. Tho- judgment. Compare also Krug, Lo- 
masius, Physica, p. 29.'5] [o. xlix. § gik, § 23, Anm. ii. p. 70 . — Ed.] 

112, where he holds that simple ap- 
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Whately’s doctrine of concepts, or, in his language, of lect. 

“the process of simple apprehension,” meagre and ^ 

imperfect, it is even necessary to forewarn you, that it 
lea^ to confusion and error. There is a fundamental ° 

distinction of what is called the Extension and the 
Comprehension of notions, — a distinction which, inJI^iMof* 
fact, as you will find, forms the very cardinal point on 
which the whole theory of Logic turns. But not only 
is this distinction not explained, it is not even arti- 
culately stated, nay, the very words which logicians 
have employed for the expression of this contrast, arc 
absolutely used as synonymous and convertible. In- 
stead, therefore, of referring you for information in 
regard to our present object of consideration to Dr 
Whately, I am sorry to be compelled to caution you 
against putting confidence in his guidance. But to 
return. The following I dictate as the title of the 
first head to be considered. 


A. Of Concepts or Notions 
they ? 


in General : What are a. or con- 

oopu or 
Noliotu in 
geDonU. — 
WhU tlMy 


In answering this question, let us, first, consider the 
meaning of the expressions ; and, secondly, the nature 
of the thing expressed. 


IT XIX. Concept or notion, {ewoia, eworuLa, p„. xix. 
vorfpa, eTrivoia," conceptio, notio), are terms em- 


a In Greek, the terms {4rro7i» 
TtK6s)t 4tnr&ritia {iyyoripiaTiK6s), iwlrota 
{4wiwofiruc6t)^ to Bfty nothiog 

of 4wttf6nfia {4irtyofifULriK6f)f Are all 
more or lovi objecttonable, as all 
more or less ambigaonaly ased for 
the object nr product of thought, in 
All act of Conception, or, as it has 
been usually callcii by the logicians, 


Simple Apprehension. See Blcnimi* 
das, Kpitvnu Lo^ca [c. v. ri€/»l 
'EmwoiaSf p. 31, ed. 1605. — Ei>.]; 
Eugenios, Lexica [Ae^tir^, c. ii. p. 
170, Leipsic, 1766, — Kd.] Stephan* 
us, ThemunUf v, NoDr; Hbcker, 
CiavU Phti. AriM.t v. No4}fxara^ p. 
227 ft Hfq. : Micradius, Lexicon Phi- 
losopkicumf V. p. 890, and p. 
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ployed as convertible, but while they denote the 
same thing, they denote it in a different point of 
view. Conception, the act of which concept is 
the result, expresses the act of comprehending or 
grasping up into unity the various qualities by 
which an object is characterised ; Notion (notio), 
again, signifies either the act of apprehending, 
signalising, that is, the remarking or taking note 
of the various notes, marks, or characters of an 
object, which its qualities afford ; or the result 
of that act. 


IllustriU«<l 
— employ- 
ment of the 
temu anxwio 
vel m* nU 
coHcipcrtf 
and aniMi 
€OMe/)t¥4. 


Of cojict- 
ptrt, COK- 
itptxUf and 
conceptio, 
withmt ad* 

jUDCU 


In Latin, the word concipere, in its many various 
applications, always expresses, as the etymology would 
indicate, the process of embracing or comprehending 
the many into the one, as could be shown by an 
articulate analysis of the phrases in which the term 
occura It was, accordingly, under this general signi- 
fication, that this word and its derivatives were ana- 
logically applied to the operation of mind. Animo 
vel mente concipere, as used by Cicero, Phny, Seneca, 
and other Roman writers, means to comprehend or 
understand, that is, to embrace a multitude of differ- 
ent objects by their common qualities in one act of 
thought ; and animi conceptus was, in like manner, 
applied by the ancient writers to denote this operation, 
or its result. The employment of concipere, conceptus, 
and conceptio, as technical terms, in the philosophy of 
mind, without the explanatory adjunct, was of a later 


80 [®. SiaHiiara. Cf. p. 310, V. 
Cmceptut ; p. 633, v. Intentio. — Ed.] 
On see Aristotle, Dc In- 

Urpr., e. i., sod Wsitz, Commenla- 
ritu, p. 327. In Aristotle, Dt Ani- 
ma, L. iii. cc. 6 (7), 7 (8), 8 (9), 

etc., re^/urra sre clearly equivalent 


to concejils in our meaning ; [c. 6, 
'H cZif Tuv iSuupZronf yZyfffts iif 

ravroii, wfpl ft oZk Im rt iif 

oTs Si Koi tS i^vtas «•! tS ftAi)Mi, 
ffZvSttris Tif Ifii! yonpAruy, &cittp iy 
Syrmy. — Ed.] 
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introduction, — was, indeed, only possible after they lect. 

had been long familiarly used in a psychological rela 

tion. But when so introduced, they continued to be 
employed by philosophers in general in their proper 
signification as convertible with thought or compre- 
hension, and as opposed to the mere apprehension of 
Sense or Imagination. Not, indeed, that examples 
enough may not be adduced of their abusive applica- 
tion to our immediate cognitions of individual objects, 
long before Mr Stewart formally appbed the term 
conception to a certain accidental form of representa- 
tion, — to the simple reproduction or repetition of an 
act of perception in imagination.® In using the terms 
conception and concept in the sense which I have ex- 
plained, I, therefore, employ them not only in strict 
conformity to their grammatical meaning, but to the 
meaning which they have generally obtained among 
philosophers. 

The term notion, like conception, expresses both an 
act and its product. I shall, however, as has com- how nli. 
monly been done, use it only in this latter relation, the Amhoe 
This word has, like conception, been sometimes abus- 
ively applied to denote not only our knowledge of 
things by their common characters, but, likewise, to 
include the mere presentations of Sense and represen- 
tations of Phantasy. This abusive employment has, 
however, not been so frequent in reference to this ' 
term as to the term conception ; but it must be ac- 
knowledged, that nothing can be imagined more vague 
and vacillating than the meaning attached to notion 
in the writings of all British philosophers, without 
exception. So much for the expressions concept and 
notion. I now go on to that which they express. 

a jUclura on Mttaphysics, voL ii. p- 261 . — Ko. 
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H XX.® — In our consciousness, — apprehension, 
of an individual object, there may be distinguished 
the two following cognitions : — The immediate 
and irrespective knowledge we have of the indi- 
vidual object, as a complement of certain qualities 
or characters, considered simply as belonging to 
itself ; 2°, The mediate and relative knowledge 
we have of this object, as comprising qualities or 
characters common to it with other objects. 

The former of these cognitions is that contained 
in the Presentations of Sense, external and inter- 
nal, and Representations of Imagination. They 
are only of the individual or singular. The latter 
is that contained in the Concepts of the Under- 
standing, and is a knowledge of the common, 
general, or universal. 

The conceiving an object is, therefore, its re- 
cognition mediately through a concept; and a 
Concept is the cognition or idea of the genend 
character or characters, point or points, in which 
a plurality of objects coincide. 

c«.ncopu,- This requires some illustration, and it will be best 
afforded by considering the history of our knowledge, 
to tht Our mental activity is not first exerted in an appre- 
SwYcd^. hension of the common properties of things. On the 
Object* are Contrary, objects are originally presented to us in con- 
presented in fused and imperfect perceptions. The rude materials 
and imper- furnished by Sense, retained in Memory, reproduced 
tions^ ^ by Reminiscence, and represented in Imagination, the 
Understanding elaborates into a higher knowledge. 


lfx:t. 

vii. 


Par. XX. 
Concepts, — 
b. Nature of 
the thing. 


o On this and three following par- ledge, see Opera II. i. p. 14 et 9 cq , — 
agrapha apply Leibnitz’s distinction [Mcdilationcs de CognitioHe, Feritatc^ 
of Intuitive and Symbolical Know* et Ideiti.~Ev.] 
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simply by meaus of Comparison and Abstraction. The lect. 
primary act of Comparison is exerted upon the indi- . 
vidual objects of Perception and Imagination alone. 

In the multitude and eomplexity of these objects, or 
certain attributes are found to produce similar, others 
to produce dissimilar, impressions. The observation 
of this fact determines a reflective consideration of 
their properties. Objects are intentionally compared 
together for the purpose of discovering their similari- 
ties and difierenees. When things are found to agree 
or to disagree in certain respects, the consciousness is, 
by an act of vobtion, concentrated upon the objects 
which thus partially agree, and, in them, upon those 
qualities in or through which they agree ; and by 
this concentration, — which constitutes the act called 
Attention, — what is efiected 1 On the objects and 
qualities, thus attentively considered, a strong light 
is shed; but precisely in proportion as these are 
illuminated in consciousness, the others, to which 
we do not attend, are thrown into obscurity. 

The result of Attention, by concentrating the mind 
upon certain qualities, is thus to withdraw or abstract 
it from all else. In technical language, wo are said to 
prescind the phmnomena which we exclusively con- 
sider. To prescind, to attend, and to abstrad, are Precision, 
merely different but correlative names for the same 
process ; and the first two are nearly convertible. Mmuii»T 
When we are said to prescind a quality, we are merely 
supposed to attend to that quality exclusively ; and 
when we abstract, we are properly said to abstract 
from, that is, to throw other attributes out of account. 

I may observe that the term abstraction is very often 
abusively employed. By Abstraction we are frequently 
said to attend exclusively to certain phenomena, — 
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those, to wit, which we abstract ; whereas, the term 
abstraction is properly applied to the qualities which 
we abstract from, and by abstracting from some, we 
are enabled to consider others more attentively. At- 
tention and Abstraction are only the same process 
viewed in different relations. They are, as it were, 
the positive and negative poles of the same act.* 

By Comparison, the points of resemblance among 
things being thus discovered, and by Attention consti- 
tuted into exclusive objects; by the same act they 
are also reduced in consciousness from multitude to 
unity. What is meant by this will be apparent from 
the following considerations. 

We are conscious to ourselves that we can repeat 
our acts of consciousness, — that we can think the 
same thought over and over. This act, or this 
thought, is always in reality the same, though mani- 
fested at different times : for no one can imagine that 
in the repetition of one and the same thought, he has 
a plurality of thoughts ; for he is conscious, that it is 
one and the same thought which is repeated, so long 
as its contents remain identical. 

Now this relation of absolute similarity which sub- 
sists between the repetitions of the same thought, is 
found to hold between our representations of the 
resembling qualities of objects. Two objects have 
similar qualities only as these qualities afford a similar 
presentation in sense or a similar representation in 
imagination, and qualities are to us completely simi- 
lar, when we are unable to distinguish their cognitions. 
But what we cannot distinguish, is, to us, the same ; 
therefore, objects which determine undistinguishable 

a See Lectura on Mtlaphytia, vol. LogUe, § 49.— Ed. [Schulze, Logik, 
U. p. 292, and Bachmann, Logik, § § 28 ; UrobUcb, Logik, § 14, p. II el 

44. ComparoKantjioffil', § 6; Krug, seq.} 
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impressions upon us, are perceived and represented in 
the same mental modification, and are subjectively to 
us precisely as if they were objectively identical. 

But the consciousness of identity is not merely the 
result of the indiscernible similarity of total objects, 
it is equally the result of the similarity of any of their 
parts, — partial characters. For by abstracting ob- 
servation from the points in which objects differ, and 
limiting it to those in which they agree, we are able 
to consider them as identical in certain respects, how- 
ever diverse they may appear to lie in others, which, 
for the moment, we throw out of view. For example, 
let B, C, and D represent a series of individual objects, 
which all agree in possessing the resembling attributes 
of y, y, y, and severally difler in each respectively 
possessing the non-resembling attributes i, o, u. Now, 
in so far as we exclusively attend to the resembling 
qualities, we, in the first place, obscure or remove out 
of view their non-resembling characters, i, o, u, while 
we remain exclusively conscious of their resembling 
qualities, y, y, y. But in the second place, the quali- 
ties expressed by y, y, y, determine in us cognitive 
energies which we are unable to distinguish, and 
which we, therefore, consider as the same. We, 
therefore, view the three similar qualities in the three 
different objects as also identical ; we consider the y 
in this, the y in that, and the y in the third object, as 
one, and in so far as the three objects participate in 
this oneness or identity, we regard them also as the 
same. In other words, we classify B, C, and D under 
y ; y is the genus, B, C, and D are its individuals or 
species, severally distinguished from each other by 
the non-resembling properties, i, o, u. Now it is the 
points of similarity thus discovered and identified in 
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the unity of consciousness, which constitute Concepts 
or Notions. 

It is evident that the same process of Comparison 
and Abstraction may be again performed on the con- 
cepts thus formed. They are, in like manner, com- 
pared together, and their points of resemblance noted, 
exclusively considered, and reduced to one in the 
synthesis of thought. This process is called General- 
isation; that is, the process of evolving the general 
or one, out of the individual and manifold. Notions 
and concepts are also sometimes designated by the 
style of general notions, — general conceptions. This 
is superfluous, for, in propriety of speech, notions and 
concepts arc, in their very nature, general ; while the 
other cognitive modifications to which they are op- 
posed, — perceptions and imaginations, — have, in like 
manner, their essence in their individuality. 

By the way, you may have noticed that I never use 
the term idea. The reason of my non-employment 
of that word is this : — There is no possible diversity 
of meaning in which that term has not been usurped, 
and it would only confuse you, were I to attempt to 
enumerate and explain them. I may, however, occa- 
sionally not eschew the word, but if you ever hear it 
from me, I beg you to observe, that I apply it, in a 
loose and general signification, to comprehend the 
presentations of Sense, the representations of Phan- 
tasy, and the concepts or notions of the Understanding. 
We are in want of a generic term to express these ; 
and the word representation {representatio), which, 
since the time of Leibnitz, has been commonly used 
by the philosophers of the Continent, I have restricted 
to denote what only it can in propriety express, the 
immediate object or product of Imagination. We 
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are, likewise, in want of a general term to express lect. 

what is common to the presentations of Perception, ^ 

and the representations of Phantasy, that is, their in- 
dividuality and immediacy. The Germans express 
this by the term Anschauung, which can only be 
translated by intuition, {aa it is in Latin by Germans), 
which literally means a looking at. This expression 
has, however, been preoccupied in English to denote 
the apprehension we have of self-evident truths, and 
its application in a different signification would, there- 
fore, be, to a certain extent, liable to ambiguity. I 
shall, therefore, continue, for the present at least, to 
struggle on without such a common term, though the 
necessity thus imposed of always opposing presenta- 
tion and representation to concept is both tedious and 
perplexing. 

If XXL — A Concept or Notion thus involves — ocnermi 
1°, The representation of a part only of the various of con«pu. 
attributes or characters of which an individual oil'- 
object is the sum; and, consequently, affords 
only a one-sided and inadequate knowledge of?^^‘‘“"'" 
the things which are thought under it. 

This is too simple to require any commentary. It Explication, 
is evident that when we think Socrates by any of the 
concepts, — Athenian, Greek, European, man, biped, 
animal, being, — we throw out of view the far greater 
number of characters of which Socrates is the com- 
plement, and those, likewise, which more proximately 
determine or constitute his individuality. It is, like- 
wise, evident, that in proportion as w’e think him by 
a more general concept, we shall represent him by a 
smaller bundle of attributes, and, consequently, repre- 
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LECT. sent him in a more partial and one-sided manner. 

VII * ^ 

!— Thus, if we think him as Athenian, we shall tliink 

him by a greater number of qualities than if we think 
him by Greek ; and, in like manner, our representation 
will be less and less adequate, as we think him by 
every higher concept in the series, — European, man, 
biped, animal, being. 

XXII. — 2°, A concept or notion, as the result 
of a comparison, necessarily expresses a relation. 
It is, therefore, not cognisable in itself, that is, 
it affords no absolute or irrespective object of 
knowledge, but can only be realised in conscious- 
ness by applying it, as a term of relation, to one 
or more of the objects which agree in the point 
or points of resemblance which it expresses. 

this paragraph, (if I may allude to what you may 
Siiri''.'key not all be aware of,) is contained a key to the whole 
ury*'of7ir mystery of Generalisation and General Terms ; for the 
whole disputes between the Conceptualists and No- 
ni Term., jjjjjjalists, (to say nothing of the Realists,) have only 
arisen from concepts being regarded as affording 
an irrespective and independent object of thought." 
This illusion has arisen from a very simple circum- 
stance. Objects compared together are found to pos- 
sess certain attributes, which, as producing indiscern- 
ible modifications in us, are to us absolutely similar. 
They are, therefore, considered the same. The relation 
of similarity is thus converted into identity, and the 
real plurality of resembling qualities in nature is 
factitiously reduced to a unity in thought ; and this 

a For a full account of this dia- vol. ii. p. 296 et teg. — Ed. 
putc, see Leetuna m MeUtphytia, 
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unity obtains a name in which its relativity, not being 

expressed, is still further removed from observation. 

But the moment we attempt to represent to our- whOTm 

* ^ , _ coluutta tbo 

selves any of these concepts, any of these abstract Kei»r*iity of 
generalities, as absolute objects, by themselves, and ' 
out of relation to any concrete or individual realities, 
their relative nature at once reappears ; for we find it 
altogether impossible to represent any of the qualities 
expressed by a concept, except as attached to some 
individual and determinate object; and their whole 
generality consists in this, that though we must 
realise them in thought under some singular of the 
class, we may do it under any. Thus, for example, 
we cannot actually represent the bundle of attributes 
contained in the concept man, as an absolute object, 
by itself, and apart from all that reduces it from a 
general cognition to an individual representation. 

We cannot figure in imagination any object adequate 
to the general notion or term man ; for the man to be 
here imagined must be neither tall nor short, neither 
fat nor lean, neither black nor white, neither man nor 
woman, neither young nor old, but all and yet none 
of these at once. The relativity of our concepts is 
thus shown in the contradiction and absurdity of the 
opposite hypothesis. 
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LECTURE VIII. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

I. — ENNOEMATIC. 

A. OF CONCEPTS IN GENERAL; B. IN SPECIAL — I. THEIR 
OBJECTIVE RELATION — QUANTITY. 

LECT. In our last Lecture, we began the Second Section of 

L- Stoicheiology, — the consideration of the product of 

Thought. The product of thought may be considered 

ii*laion* as Concepts, as Judgments, and as Reasonings ; these, 
am^ iiiuatra- ^ viewed as the results of dif- 

ferent faculties, far less as processes independent of 
each other, for they are all only the product of the 
same energy in different degrees, or rather in simpler 
or more complex application to its objects. 

In treating of Concepts, which form the subject of 
the First Chapter of this Second Section, I stated that 
I should first consider them in general, and then con- 
sider them in special ; and, in my last Lecture, I had 
nearly concluded all that I deem It requisite under 
the former head to state in regard to their peculiar 
character, their origin, and their general accidents. 
I, first of all, explained the meaning of the two terms 
concept and notioriy words convertible with each other, 
but still severally denoting a different aspect of the 
simple operation which they equally express ; notion 
being relative to and expressing the apprehension — 
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the remarking — the taking note of the resembling 
attributes in objects; concept, the grasping up or 
synthesis of these in the unity of thought. 

Having shown what was properly expressed by the 
terms notion and concept or conception, I went on to 
a more articulate explanation of that which they are 
employed to denote. And here I again stated what 
a Concept or Notion is in itself, and in contrast to a 
Presentation of Perception, or Representation of Phan- 
tasy. Our knowledge through either of the latter, is 
a direct, immediate, irrespective, determinate, indivi- 
dual, and adequate cognition ; that is, a singular or 
individual object is known in itself, by itself, through 
all its attributes, and without reference to aught but 
itself. A concept, on the contrary, is an indirect, 
mediate, relative, indeterminate, and partial cognition 
of any one of a number of objects, but not an actual 
representation either of them all, or of the whole 
attributes of any one object. 

Though it be not strictly within the province of 
Logic to explain the origin and formation of our 
notions, the logician assuming, as data, the laws and 
products of thought, as the mathematician assumes, 
as data, extension and number and the axioms by 
which their relation is determined, both leaving to 
the metaphysieian the inquiry into their grounds ; — 
this notwithstanding, I deemed it not improper to 
give you a very brief statement of the mode and cir- 
cumstances in which our concepts are elaborated out 
of the presentations and representations of the sub- 
sidiary faculties. Different objects are complements 
partly of similar, partly of different, attributes. Simi- 
lar qualities are those which stand in similar relation 
to our organs and faculties, and where the similarity 
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is complete, the effects which they determine in us 
are, hy us, indiscernible. To us, they are, therefore, 
virtually the same, and the same we, accordingly, con- 
sider them to be, though in different objects; pre- 
cisely as we consider the thought of the same object 
to be itself the same, w'hen repeated at intervals, — at 
different times, in consciousness. This by way of 
preface being understood, I showed that in the for- 
mation of a concept or notion the process may bo 
analysed into four momenta. In the first place, we 
must have a plurality of objects presented or repre- 
sented by the subsidiary faculties. These faculties 
must furnish the rude material for elaboration. In 
the second place, the objects thus supplied are, by an 
act of the Understanding, compared together, and their 
several qualities judged to be similar or dissimilar. 
In the third place, an act of volition, called Attention, 
concentrates consciousness on the qualities thus re- 
cognised as similar ; and that concentration, by atten- 
tion on them, involves an abstraction of consciousness 
from those which have been recognised and thrown 
aside as dissimilar ; for the power of consciousness is 
limited, and it is clear or vivid precisely in propor- 
tion to the simplicity or oneness of its object. Atten- 
tion and abstraction are the two poles of the same 
act of thought ; they are like the opposite scales in a 
balance, the one must go up as the other goes down. 
In the fourth place, the qualities, which by compari- 
son are judged similar and by attention are consti- 
tuted into an exclusive object of thought, — these are 
already, by this process, identified in consciousness ; 
for they are only judged similar, inasmuch as they 
produce in us indiscernible effects. Their synthesis 
in consciousness may, however, for precision’s sake, be 
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stated as a fourth step the process ; but it must be 
remembered, that at least the three latter steps are 
not, in reality, distinct and independent acts, but are 
only so distinguished and stated, in order to enable 
us to comprehend and speak about the indivisible 
operation, in the different aspects in which we may 
consider it. In the same way, you are not to sup- 
pose that the mental sentence which must be analysed 
in order to be expressed in language, has as many 
parts in consciousness, as. it has words, or clauses, 
in speech ; for it forms, in reality, one organic and 
indi\'isible whole. To repeat an illustration I have 
already given : — The parts of an act of thought stand 
in the same relation to each other as the parts of a 
triangle, — a figure which we cannot resolve into any 
simpler figure, but whose sides and angles we may 
consider apart, and, therefore, as parts ; though these 
are, in reality, inseparable, being the necessary condi- 
tions of each other. — But this by the way. 

The qualities of different individual things, thus 
identified in thought, and constituting concepts, under 
which, as classes, these individual things themselves 
are ranged ; — these primary concepts may themselves 
be subjected to the same process, by which they were 
elaborated from the concrete realities given in Percep- 
tion and Imagination. We may, again, compare differ- 
ent concepts together, again find in the plurality of at- 
tributes which they comprehend, some like, some unlike ; 
we may again attend only to the similar, and again 
identify these in the synthesisof consciousness; and this 
process of evolving concepts out of concepts we may 
go on performing, until the generalisation is arrested 
in that ultimate or primary concept, the basis itself 
of all attributes, — the concept of Being or Existence. 
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lect. Having thug endeavouied to give you a general 
view of what concepts are, and by what process they 
are formed, I stated by way of corollary, some of their 
general characteristics. The first of these I mentioned 
is their partiality or inadequacy, — that is, they com- 
prehend only a larger or smaller portion of the whole 
attributes belonging to the things classified or con- 
tained under them. 

RciMiviiy The second is their relativity. Formed by compari- 

ofconoepu. cxpress only a relation. They cannot, there- 

fore, be held up as an absolute object to consciousness, 
— they cannot be represented, as universals, in ima- 
gination. They can only be thought of in relation to 
some one of the individual objects they classify, and, 
when viewed in relation to it, they can be represented 
in imagination ; but then, as so actually represented, 
they no longer constitute general attributions, they fall 
back into mere special determinations of the individual 
object in which they are represented. Thus it is, that 
the generality or universality of concepts is potential, 
not actual. They are only generals, inasmuch as they 
may be applied to any of the various objects they 
contain ; but while they cannot be actually elicited 
into consciousness, except in application to some one 
or other of these, so, they cannot be so applied with- 
out losing, pro tanto, their universality. Take, for 
example, the concept horse. In so far as by horse we 
merely think of the word, that is, of the combination 
formed by the letters, h, o, r, s, e , — this is not a con- 
cept at all, as it is a mere representation of certain 
individual objects. This I only state and eliminate, 
in order that no possible ambiguity should be allowed 
to lurk. By horse, then, meaning not merely a re- 
presentation of the word, but a concept relative to 
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certain objects classed under it; — the concept horse, lect. 

I say, cannot, if it remain a concept, that is, a uni- 1- 

vcrsal attribution, be represented in imagination ; have a po- 
but, except it be represented in imagination, it cannot 
be applied to any objeet, and, except it be so applied, 
it cannot be realised in thought at all. You may try 
to escape the horns of the dilemma, but you cannot. 

You cannot realise in thought an absolute or irre- 
spective concept, corresponding in universality to the 
application of the word ; for the supposition of this 
involves numerous contradictions. An existent horse 
is not a relation, but an extended object possessed 
of a determinate figure, colour, size, Ac. ; horse, in 
general, cannot, therefore, be represented, except by 
an image of something extended, and of a determinate 
figure, colour, size, Ac. Here now emerges the con- 
tradiction. If, on the one hand, you do not represent 
something extended and of a determinate figure, 
colour, and size, you have no representation of any 
horse. There is, therefore, on this alternative, nothing 
which can be called the actual concept or image of a 
horse at all. If, on the other hand, you do represent 
something extended and of a determinate figure, 
colour, and size, then you have, indeed, the image of 
an individual horse, but not a universal concept co- 
adequate with horse in general. For how is it pos- 
sible to have an actual representation of a figure, 
which is not a determinate figure ? but if of a deter- 
minate figure, it must be that of some one of the 
many different figures under which horses appear; 
but then, if it be only of one of these, it cannot be the 
general concept of the others, which it does not repre- 
sent. In like manner, how is it possible to have the 
actual representation of a thing coloured, which is 
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LECT. not the representation of a determinate colour, that 
is, either white, or black, or grey, or brown, &c.? but if 
it be any one of these, it can only represent a horse 
of this or that particular colour, and cannot be the 
general concept of horses of every colour. The same 
result is given by the other attributes ; and what I 
originally stated is thus manifest, — that concepts have 
only a potential, not an actual, universality, that is, 
they are only universal, inasmuch as they may be 
applied to any of a certain class of objects, but as 
actually applied they are no longer general attribu- 
tions, but only special attributes. 

But COD- But it does not from this follow that concepts are 

mere words, and that there is nothing general in 
work thought itself. This is not indeed held in reality by 
any philosopher ; for no philosopher has ever denied 
that we are capable of apprehending relations, and in 
particular the relation of similarity and difference ; so 
that the whole controversy between the concept ualist 
and nominalist originates in the ambiguous employ- 
ment of the same terms to express the representations 
of Imagination and the notions or concepts of the 
Understanding. This is significantly shown by the 
absolute non-existence of the dispute among the philo- 
sophers of the most metaphysical country in Europe. 
In Germany the question of nominalism and concep- 
tualism has not been agitated, and why ? Simply be- 
cause the German language supplies terms by w’hich 
concepts, (or notions of thought proper), have been 
contradistinguished from the presentations and repre- 
sentations of the subsidiary faculties.® But this is 
not a subject on which I ought at present to have 

a Sec the Author’s note, Reid's taphysics^ vol. ii. p. 29C et seq . — 
Works^ p. 412 ; and Lectures on Me.' Ed. 
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touched, as it is, in truth, foreign to the domain of lect. 

Logic ; and I have only been led now to recur to it 1_ 

at all, in consequence of some difficulties expressed to 
me by members of the class. — All that I wish you 
now to understand is, — that concepts, as the result of 
comparison, that is, of the apprehension and affirma- 
tion of a relation, are, necessarily, in their nature re- 
lative, and, consequently, not capable of representa- 
tion as absolute attributea 

I shall terminate the consideration of concepts in 
general by the following paragraph, in which is stated, 
besides their inadequacy and relativity, their depend- 
ence on language : — 

1 XXIII. The concept thus formed by an ab- Pw.xxiii. 
straction of the resembling from the non-resem- 
bling qualities of objects, w'ould again fall back 
into the confusion and infinitude from which it has 
been called out, were it not rendered permanent 
for consciousness, by being fixed and ratified in a 
verbal sign. Considered in general, thought and 
language are reciprocally dependent ; each bears 
all the imperfections and perfections of the other; 
but without language there could be no know- 
ledge reabsed of the essential properties of things, 
and of the connection of their accidental states. 

This also is not a subject of which the considera- Tho rci»iion 
tion properly belongs to Logic, but a few words may u> 
not be inexpedient to make you aware, in general, of 
the intimate connection of thought and its expression, exerto on 
and of the powerful influence which language exerts 
upon our mental operations. Man, in fact, only ob- 
tains the use of his faculties in obtaining the use of 
speech, for language is the indispensable mean of the 
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development of his natural powers, whether intellec- 
tual or moral. 

For Perception, indeed, for the mere consciousness 
of the similarities and dissimilarities in the objects 
perceived, for the apprehension of the causal connec- 
tion of certain things, and for the application of this 
knowledge to the attainment of certain ends, no lan- 
guage is necessary; and it is only the exaggeration 
of a truth into an error, when philosophers maintain 
that language is the indispensable condition of even 
the simpler energies of knowledge. Language is the 
attribution of signs to our cognitions of things. But 
as a cognition must have been already there, before it 
could receive a sign ; consequently, that knowledge 
which is denoted by the formation and application of 
a word, must have preceded the symbol which denotes 
it Speech is thus not the mother, but the godmother, 
of knowledge. But though, in general, we must hold 
that language, as the product and correlative of 
thought, must be viewed as posterior to the act 
of thinking itself; on the other hand, it must be 
admitted, that we could never have risen above the 
very lowest degrees in the scale of thought, without 
the aid of signs. A sign is necessary, to give stability 
to our intellectual progress, — to establish each step in 
our advance as a new starting-point for our advance 
to another beyond. 

A country may be overrun by an armed host, but 
it is only conquered by the establishment of fortresses. 
Words arc the fortresses of thought. They enable us 
to realise our dominion over what we have already 
overrun in thought ; to make every intellectual con- 
quest the basis of operations for others still beyond. — 
Or another illustration : — You have all heard of the 
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process of tunnelling, of tunnelling through a sand- 
bank. In this operation it is impossible to succeed, 
unless every foot, nay almost every inch in our pro- 
gress, be secured by an arch of masonry, before we 
attempt the excavation of another. Now, language is 
to the mind precisely what the arch is to the tunnel. 
The power of thinking and the power of excavation 
are not dependent on the word in the one case, on the 
mason- work in the other ; but without these subsi- 
diaries, neither process could be carried on beyond its 
rudimentary commencement. Though, therefore, we 
allow that every movement forward in language must 
be determined by an antecedent movement forward in 
thought ; still, unless thought be accompanied at each 
point of its evolution, by a corresponding evolution of 
language, its further development is arrested. Thus 
it is, that the higher exertions of the higher faculty of 
Understanding, — the classification of the objects pre- 
sented and represented by the subsidiary powers in 
the formation of a hierarchy of notions, the connection 
of these notions into judgments, the inference of one 
judgment from another, and, in general, all our con- 
sciousness of the relations of the universal to the par- 
ticular, consequently all scienee strictly so denomin- 
ated, and every inductive knowledge of the past and 
future from the laws of nature : — not only these, but 
all ascent from the sphere of sense to the sphere 
of moral and religious intelligence, are, as experience 
proves, if not altogether impossible without a language, 
at least possible only to a very low degree. Admit- 
ting even that the mind is capable of certain ele- 
mentary concepts without the fixation and signature 
of language, still these are but sparks which would 
twinkle only to expire, and it requires words to give 
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them prominence, and, by enabling us to collect and 
elaborate them into new concepts, to raise out of what 
would otherwise be only scattered and transitory scin- 
tillations a vivid and enduring light 

I here terminate the General and proceed to the 
Special consideration of Concepts — that is, to view 
them in their several Eelations. Now, in a logical 
point of view, there are, it seems to me, only three 
possible relations in which concepts can be considered ; 
for the only relations they hold are to their objects, to 
their subject, or to each other. In relation to their 
objects, — they are considered as inclusive of a greater 
or smaller number of attributes, that is, as applicable 
to a greater or smaller number of objects ; this is tech- 
nically styled their Quantity. In relation to their 
subject, that is, to the mind itself, they are considered 
as standing in a higher or a lower degree of conscious- 
ness, — they are more or less clear, more or less distinct ; 
this, in like manner, is called their Quality. In rela- 
tion to each other, they are considered as the same or 
diflFerent, co-ordinated or subordinated to each other ; 
this is their Relation, strictly so called.® Under these 
three heads, I now, therefore, proeeed to treat them ; 
and, first, of their Quantity. 


1[ XXIV. As a concept, or notion, is a thought 
in which an indefinite plurality of characters is 


a On their relation to their origin 
as direct or indirect, see Esser, 
[A’yrfem der Logit, § 49, p. 96 . — Ed.] 
Mem. — N.B. Notions may be thus 
better (?) divided : — 

1°, By relation to themselves they 
have the quantity of comprehension. 
2*, By relation to their objectathey 


bavethequantityofextension. These 
two thus quantity in general. 

3°, By relation to each other they 
have relation strictly so called. 

4°, By relation to their subject 
they have clearness and distinctness. 

(This last had better be relegated 
to Methodology. ) — Memoranda. 
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bound up into a unity of consciousness, and ap- lkct. 
plicable to an indefinite plurality of objects, a — 
concept is, therefore, necessarily a quantity, and iltewTvo’ 
a quantity varying in amount according to the 
greater or smaller number of characters of which 
it is the complement, and the greater or smaller 
number of things of which it may be said. This 
quantity is thus of two kinds ; as it is either In- 
tensive or Extensive. The Internal or Intensive 
Quantity of a concept is determined by the greater 
or smaller number of constituent characters con- 
tained in it The External or Extensive Quantity 
of a concept is determined by the greater or 
smaller number of classified concepts or realities 
contained under it. The former (the Intensive 
Quantity) is called by some later Greek logicians 
depth, ifidOosi) ; by the Latin logical writers com- 
prehension, {comprehensio, quantitas compre- 
hensionis, complexus, or quantitas complexus). 

The latter (the Extensive Quantity) is called by 
the same later Greek Logicians the breadth, 
(irXdrov) ; by Aristotle, i ) irtpua^, to irepU^eiv, 

TO nepiexea-Oai by the logical writers of the 
western or Latin world, the extension or circuit, 
{extensio, quantitas extensionis, ambitus, quan- 
titas ambitus) and likewise the domain or sphere 
of a notion, {regio, sphtera).^ 

a See l/ectunt on Metapkynea, yo\. cabilia, co. i. ii.] [p. 37 ed. 1679; 
ii. p. 290 n. Arutotle doea not nse prefixed to hia Commentary on the 
rtpioxh B8 a subatantive, thongh Vaiajoritt, first published in 1496 ; 
the verb, both active and passive, “Ad boo breviter dicitnr, quod esse 
is employed in this signification, msgis colicctivum mnitomm potent 
e.g. Anal. Prior,, i. 27; Rhet., iii. 6. intelligi dupliciter ; nno modo inten- 
— Eo. siee, et sic species magis est ooUec- 

S [CL Porphyrii, laagoge, cc. i. ii. tiva, qnia magis unit adunata ; alio 
viii. ; Cajetan, In Porphyrii Prtttli- modo rxtenn'rr, et sic genus cat magis 
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The Internal Quantity of a notion, — its Intention 
or Comprehension, is made up of those different attri- 
butes of which the concept is the conceiv'ed sum ; 
that is, the various characters connected by the con- 
cept itself into a single whole in thought The 
External Quantity of a notion or its Extension is, on 
the other hand, made up of the number of objects 
which are thought mediately through a concept For 
example, the attributes, rational, sensible, moral, kc., 
go to constitute the intention, or internal quantity, of 
the concept man ; whereas the attributes European, 
American, philosopher, tailor, &c., go to make up a 
concept of this or that individual man. 

These two quantities are not convertible. On the 
contrary, they are in the inverse ratio of each other ; 
the greater the depth or comprehension of a notion the 
less its breadth or extension, and vice versd. 

You will observe, likewise, a distinction which has 
been taken by the best logicians. Both quantities are 
said to contain : but the quantity of extension is said 
to contain under it ; the quantity of comprehension is 
said to contain in it. By the intension, comprehension, 
or depth of a notion, we think the most qualities of 
the fewest objects ; whereas by the extension or breadth 


colIectiTum, quia multo plura sub sua 
adnnatioue cadunt, quam sub speciei 
ambitu. Unde species et genus se 
habent sicut duo duces, quorum alter 
habet exercitum par\-um, sed valde 
unanimem, alter exercitum magnum, 
sed diyersarum factionum. lUe enim 
magis colliget intensive, hie exten- 
sive. Porphyrins autem loquebatur 
hie do extensiva collectione, ideo 
dixit, genus case magis coUecti vum. ” 
Quoted by Stahl, Rtgulce Pliiloso- 
phica-, tit. xii, reg. 6, p. 381. Uf. 
reg. G, od. Loiiduu, 1G58. — Kii.] 


[Port-Soyal Logic, P. i. c. 6, p. 74, 
ed. 1718. Boethius, Introdvdio ad 
Syllogitmos, Opera, p. 662 ; In Topi- 
ca Ciceroni) Conimenlarii, lib. i.. 
Opera, p. 766, ed. Basilese, 1670. 
Reuschius, Syttema Logicum, pp. 11, 
02; Banmgarten, Acroasia Logica, 
§§ 66, 57, ed. Halte Magdeburgas 
1773. Krug, Logit, $ 26 ; Schul^, 
Logit, g 30 ; Esser, Logit, § 34 e( 
iteg. ; Eugenios, p. 1 94 rl wq.] [Aoyiir^, 
C. iv., Tlrpl 'Ereoiwr Bd0ovf r< sol 
nActruvr. — Kl>.] 
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of a concept, we think the fewest qualities of the most 
objects. In other words, by the former, we say the 
most of the least ; by the latter, the least of the most- 

Again ; you will observe the two following distinc- 
tions : the first, — the exposition of the Comprehension 
of a notion is called its Definition ; (a simple notion 
cannot, therefore, be defined) ; the second, — the ex- 
position of the Extension of a notion is called its 
Division ; (an individual notion cannot be divided.) 

What follows is in further illustration of the para- 
grapL Notions or concepts stand in a necessary re- 
lation to certain objects, thought through them ; for 
without something to think of, there could exist no 
thought, no notion, no concept. But in so far as we 
think an object through a concept, wo think it as 
part of, or as contained under, that concept : and in 
so far as we think a concept of its object or objects, 
we think it as a unity containing, actually or poten- 
tially, in it a plurality of attributions. Out of the 
relation of a concept to its object, it necessarily re- 
sults, that a concept is a quantum or quantity ; for 
that which contains one or more units by which it may 
be measured, is a quantity. 

But the quantity of a concept is of two, and two 
opposite kinds. Considered internally, that is, as a 
unity which may, and generally does, contain in it a 
plurality of parts or component attributes, a concept 
has a certain quantity, which may be called its internal 
or intensive quantity. This is generally called its 
comprehension, sometimes its depth, fidffos, and its 
quantitas complexus. Here the parts, that is, the 
several attributes or characters, which go to constitute 
the total concept, are said to be contained in it. For 
example, the concept man is compo.scd of two con- 
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stituent parts or attributes, that is, of two partial 
- concepts, — rational and animal; for the characters 
rational and animal are only an analytical expression 
of the synthetic unity of the concept man. But each 
of these partial concepts, which together make up the 
comprehension of the total concept man, are them- 
selves wholes, in like manner made up of parts. To 
take only the concept animal ; — this comprehends in 
it, as parts, living and sensitive and organised, for a 
living and sentient organism may be considered as an 
analytical development of the constituents of the syn- 
thetic unity an imal. But each of these, again, is a con- 
cept, comprehending and made up of parts; and these 
parts, again, are relative wholes, divisible into other 
constituent concepts ; nor need we stop in our analy- 
sis till we reach attributes which, as simple, stand as 
a primary or ultimate element, into which the series 
can be resolved. Now, you will observe, that as the 
parts of the parts are parts of the whole, the concept 
man, as immediately comprehending the concepts 
rational and animal, mediately comprehends their 
parts, and the parts of their parts, to the end of the 
evolution. Thus we can say, not only that man is 
an animal, but that he is a living being, a sentient 
being, &c. The logical axiom, Nota notce est nota rei 
ipsius, or, as otherwise expressed, Prcedicatum pree- 
dicati est prcedicatum subjecti^ — is only a special 
enunciation of the general principle, that the part of a 
part is a part of the whole. You will, hereafter, see 
that the Comprehension of notions affords one of the 
two great branches of reasoning which, though mar- 
vellously overlooked by logicians, is at least of equal 

a A truiBlation of Aristotle’s first irima koI xordt roO inr^tc^ifjJvov 
antipredicameotal rule, Categ. \i\. 1, trerot.^Eo. 
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importance with that which they have exclusively lect. 
developed, and which is founded on the other kind of — 
quantity exhibited by concepts, and to which I now 
proceed. 

But a concept may also be considered externally, a E*ten- 
that is, as a unity which contains under it a plurality 
of classifying attributes or subordinate concepts, and, 
in this respect, it has another quantity which may 
be called its external or extensive quantity. This is 
commonly called its extension ; sometimes its sphere 
or domain, {sphcera, regio, quantitas, ambitus) ; and, 
by the Greek Logicians, its breadth or latitude, {ir\d- 
Tos.)“ Here the parts which the total concept contains, 
are said to be contained under it, because, holding 
the relation to it of the particular to the general, they 
are subordinated or ranged under it. For example, 
the concepts man, horse, dog, &c., are contained 
under the more general concept animal, — the con- 
cepts triangle, square, circle, rhombus, rhomboid, &c., 
are contained under the more general concept figure ; 
inasmuch as the subordinate concepts can each or 
any be thought through the higher or more general. 

But as each of these subordinate concepts is itself a 
whole or general, which contains under it parts or 
more particular concepts, it follows, again, on the 
axiom or self-evident truth, that a part of a part is a 
part of the whole, — an axiom which, you will here- 
after see, constitutes the one principle of all Deductive 
reasoning, — it follows, on this axiom, that whatever 
is contained under the partial or more particular con- 
cept is contained under the total or more general 
concept. Thus, for example, triangle is contained 
under figure; aU, therefore, that is contained under 

a See above, p. 141, notes a, $. — Ed. 
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triangle, as rectangled triangle, equilateral triangle, 
&c., will, likewise, be contained under figure, by which 
we may, accordingly, think and describe them. 

Such, in general, is what is meant by the two 
Quantities of concepts, — their Comprehension and 
Extension. 

But these quantities are not only different, they are 
opposed, and so opposed, that though each supposes 
the other as the condition of its own existence, still, 
however, within the limits of conjunct, of correlative 
existence, they stand in an inverse ratio to each other, 
— the maximum of the one being necessarily the 
minimum of the other. On this I give you the fol- 
lowing paragraph : — 

^ XXV. A notion is intensively great in pro- 
portion to the greater number, and intensively 
small in proportion to the smaller number, of 
determinations or attributes contained in it. Is 
the Comprehension of a concept a minimum, 
that is, is the concept one in which a plurality 
of attributes can no longer be distinguished, it 
is called simple ; whereas, inasmuch as its attri- 
butes still admit of discrimination, it is called 
complex or compound.^' 

A notion is extensively great in proportion to 
the greater number, and extensively small in 
proportion to the smaller number, of determina- 
tions or attributes it contains under it. When 
the Extension of a concept bcomes a minimum, 
that is, when it contains no other notions under 
it, it is called an individual^ 

These two quantities stand always in an inverse 

a Knig, Lnffik, § 28.— Ed. 0 Krug, ibid., § 29.— Ed. 
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ratio to each other : For the greater the Compre- lect. 

bension of a concept the less is its Extension, 1_ 

and the greater its Extension the less its Com- 
prehension." 

To illustrate this : — When I take out of a concept, iiiuiimion. 
that is, abstract from one or more of its attributes, I 
diminish its comprehension. Thus, when from the 
concept man, equivalent to rational animal, I abstract 
from the attribute or determination rational, I lessen 
its internal quantity. But by this diminution of its 
comprehension I give it a wider extension, for what 
remains is the concept animal, and the concept animal 
embraces under it a far greater number of objects than 
the concept man. 

Before, however, proceeding further in illustrating 
the foregoing paragraph, it may be proper to give you 
also the following : — 


IT XXVI. Of the logical processes by which these 
counter quantities of concepts are amplified, — 
the one which amplifies the Comprehension is 
called Determination, and sometimes called Con- 
cretion, the other which amplifies the Extension is 
called Abstraction or Generalisation. Definition 
and Division are severally the resolution of the 
Comprehension and of the Extension of notions, 
into their parts. A Simple notion cannot be de- 
fined ; an Individual notion cannot be divided.^ 


Pm.XXVI. 
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a Krug, Logik, § 27. — Ed. j 
[Schnlxe, Logii, §33. d. Porphyry, 
Tsagoge, o. viii. §§ 9, 10.] ["Eti t4 
/lir y4ni wX*erd(n tJ rir frr* otri 
cISwr rtpioxi' 7 *rir 

vAcord^ci rois oiKctcur tta^eptus. *Eti 
o5t« rh iltot ytmir' 4» ytyutirairov 
oSrt rh yivot cldurclTOTor. — E d.] 


0 [Synonyms of Abstraction: — 1, 
Analysis (of Comprehension); 2, Syn- 
thesis ; 3, Generification ; 4, Induc- 
tion ; 6, Amplification. 

Synonyms of Determination or 
Concretion ; — 1, Analysis (of Exten- 
sion); 2, Synthesis; 3, Specification; 
4, Restriction ; 6, Indiridnation. ] 
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LECT. The reason of this opposition of the two quantities 

!_ is manifest in a moment, from the consideration of 

if ibntJr their several natures. The compreliension of a con- 
cept is nothing more than a sum or complement 
compr«hon-of the distinguishinff characters, of which the con- 
BUieoiion (.gpt ig made up ; and the extension of a concept 

are oppoeed ^ ^ ^ 

in an in- jg nothing morc than the sum or complement of 
^e«h the objects themselves, whose resembling characters 
were abstracted to constitute the concept. Now, it 
is evident, that the more distinctive characters the 
concept contains, the more minutely it will distinguish 
and determine, and that if it contain a plenum of 
distinctive characters, it must contain the distinctive, 
— the determining, characters of some individual ob- 
ject. How do the two quantities now stand ? In 
regard to the comprehension or depth, it is evident, 
that it is here at its maximum, the concept being a 
complement of the whole attributes of an individual 
object, which, by these attributes, it thinks and dis- 
criminates from every other. On the contrary, the 
extension or breadth of the concept is here at its 
minimum ; for, as the extension is great in propor- 
tion to the number of objects to which the concept 
can be applied, and as the object is here only an 
individual, it is evident it could not be less, 
without ceasing to exist at all. Again, to reverse 
the process ; — throwing out of the comprehension of 
tlie concept, that is, abstracting from those attri- 
butes, which belonging exclusively to, exclusively 
distinguish, the individual, we at once diminish 
the comprehension, by reducing the sum of its at- 
tributes, and amplify the extension of the concept, 
by bringing within its sphere all the objects, which 
the characteristics, now thrown out of the comprehen- 
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sion, had previously excluded from the extension. 
Continuing the process, by abstraction we throw out 
of the sum of qualities constituting the comprehension, 
other discriminating attributes, and forthwith the 
extension is proportionally amplified, by the entrance 
into its sphere of all those objects which had pre- 
viously been debarred by the determining character- 
istics last discarded. Thus proceeding, and at each 
step ejecting from the comprehension those characters 
which are found the proximate impediments to the 
amplification of the extension of the concept, we at 
each step diminish the former quantity precisely as 
we increase the latter ; till, at last, we arrive at that 
concept which is the necessary constituent of every 
other, — at that concept which all comprehension and 
all extension must equally contain, but in which com- 
prehension is at its minimum, extension at its maxi- 
mum, — I mean the concept of Being or Existence.'^ 
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VIII. 


We have thus seen, that the maximum of compre- Definition 

and Diri 
sion, — as 
the pro- 


hension and the minimum of extension are found ID sion,— aio 


the concept of an individual, — that the maximum of ex- cosset W 

.• TaI** V* which Con- 

tension and the minim um of comprehension are found pnbennon 
in the concept of the absolutely simple, that is, in the 
concept of existence. Now comprehension and exten- 
sion, as quantities, are wholes; for wholes are only 
the complement of all their parts, and as wholes are 
only by us clearly comprehended as we distinctly 
comprehend their parts, it follows : — 1°, That com- 
prehension and extension may each be analysed into 
its parts ; and, 2°, That this analysis wiU afibrd the 
mean by which each of these quantities can be clearly 
and distinctly understood. But as the two quantities 


a Thii, like other logical relatione, 
may be typified by a eenaible figure. 


[See below, p. 152 . — Ed.] 
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are of an opposite nature, if is manifest that the two 
processes of analysis will, likewise, be opposed. The 
analysis of the intensive or comprehensive quantity 
of concepts, that is, their depth, is accomplished by 
Definition; that of their extensive quantity or breadth, 
by Division. On Definition and Division I at present 
touch, not to consider them in themselves or on their 
own account, that is, as the methods of clear and of 
distinct thinking, for this will form the matter of a 
special discussion in the Second Part of Logic or 
Methodology, but simply in so far as it is requisite to 
speak of them in illustration of the general nature of 
our concepts. 

The expository or explanatory analysis of a concept, 
considered as an intensive whole or quantum, if pro- 
perly effected, is done by its resolution into two con- 
cepts of which it is proximately compounded, that is, 
into the higher concept under which it immediately 
stands, and the concept which afibrds the character 
by which it is distinguished from the other co-ordi- 
nate concepts under that higher concept. This is 
its Definition ; that is, in logical language, its expo- 
sition by an analysis into its Genus and Differential 
Quality ; — the genus being the higher concept, under 
which it stands; the differential quality the lower 
concept, by which it is distinguished from the other 
concepts subordinate to the genus, and on a level or 
co-ordinate with itself, and which, in logical language, 
are called Species. For example, if we attempt an 
expository or explanatory analysis of the concept wian, 
considered as an intensive quantity or complexus of 
attributes, we analyse it into animal^ this being the 
higher concept or genus under which it stands, and 
ratio ml y the attribute of reason being the character- 
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istic or differential quality by which man is dis- lect. 

tinguished from the other concepts or species which !- 

stand co-ordinated with itself, under the genus animal, 

— that is, irrational animal or brute. 

Here you will observe, that though the analysis be 
of the comprehension, yet it is regulated by the ex- 
tension ; the extension regulating the order in which 
the comprehension is resolved into its parts. 

The expository analysis of a concept, an extensive oiTuion. 
whole or quantum, is directly opposed to the preceding, 
to which it is correlativa It takes the higher con- 
cept, and, if conducted aright, resolves it into its proxi- 
mately lower concepts, by adding attributes which 
afford their distinguishing characters or differences. 

This is division : — ^Thus, for example, taking the high- 
est concept, that of ens or existence, by adding to it the 
differential concepts per se or substantial, and non per 
se or accidental, we have substantial existence or exist- 
ence per se, equivalent to substance, and accidental 
existence or existence non per se, equivalent to acci- 
dent. We may then divide substance by simple and 
not-simple, equivalent to compound, and again simple 
by material and non-material, equivalent to imma- 
terial, equivalent to spiritual ; — and matter or material 
substance by organised and not-organised, equivalent 
to brute matter. Organised matter we may divide by 
sentient or animal, and non-sentient or vegetable. 

Animal we may divide by rational and irrational, 
and so on, till we reach a concept which, as that of 
an individual object, is, in fact, not a general concept, 
but only in propriety a singular representation. 

Thus it is manifest, that as Definition is the analysis Th« indo- 
of a complex concept into its component parts or at- indiriiibie. 
tributes, if a concept be simple, that is, if it contain in 
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^ &ga’in> that as Division is the analysis of a higher or 

more general concept into others lower and less gen- 
eral, if a concept be an individual, that is, only a 
bundle of individual qualities, it is indivisible, is, in 
fact, not a proper or abstract concept at all, but only 
a concrete representation of the Imagination. 


Diagram 
rcprescnling 
Batousion 
and Cora- 
prcheoBioii 
uf Conccptf . 


“ The following Diagram represents Breadth and 
Depth, with the relations of Affirmation and Negation 
to these quantities. 

SCBEMES OF THE Two QUAHTITIES. 

Line of Breadth. Aff. Nbo* 


B. D. 
vi 1. 
v.”2. 
iv. 3. 
iii. 4. 


ii. 0. 


i. 6. 



Orotund of Reality. 


k 


\ u 
' o 


Ji 

s 






V 


Expim.- In the preceding Table there are represented : — by 
“““■ A, A, &c., the highest genus or widest attribute ; by 
Y, the lowest species or narrowest attribute ; whilst 
the other four horizontal series of vowels typify the 
subaltern genera and species, or the intermediate 
attributes. The vowels are reserved exclusively for 
classes, or common qualities ; whereas the consonants 
z, z', z", (and which to render the contrast more ob- 

a The Diagram and relative text the Editors from the Author’s DU- 
to end of Lecture are extracted by nutiona, p. 609-701. — Ei>. 
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trusive are not capitals,) represent individuals or sin- 
gulars. Every higher class or more common attribute 
is supposed (in conformity with logical precision) to 
be dichotomised, — to be divided into two by a lower 
class or attribute, and its contradictory or negative. 
This contradictory, of which only the commencement 
appears, is marked by an italic vowel, preceded by a 
perpendicular line ( | ) signifying not or non, and 
analogous to the minus (— ) of the mathematicians. 
This being understood, the Table at once exhibits the 
real identity and rational differences of Breadth and 
Depth, which, though denominated quantities, are, in 
reality, one and the same quantity, viewed in counter 
relations and from opposite ends. Nothing is the 
one, which is not, pro tanto, the other. 

In Breadth : the supreme genus (A, A, &c.) is, as 
it appears, absolutely the greatest whole ; an indivi- 
dual (z) absolutely the smallest part; whereas the 
intermediate classes are each of them a relative part 
or species, by reference to the class or classes above 
it ; a relative whole or genus, by reference to the class 
or classes below it. — In Depth : the individual is ab- 
solutely the greatest whole, the highest genus is abso- 
lutely the smallest part ; whilst every relatively lower 
class or species, is relatively a greater whole than the 
class, classes, or genera, above it. — The two quantities 
are thus, as the diagram represents, precisely the in- 
verse of each other. The greater the Breadth, the 
less the Depth ; the greater the Depth, the less the 
Breadth : and each, within itself, affording the corre- 
lative differences of whole and part, each, therefore, in 
opposite respects, contains and is contained. But, for 
distinction’s sake, it is here convenient to employ a 
difference, not altogether arbitrary, of expression. 
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We should say : — “ containing and contained under’' 
for Breadth; “containing and contained in” for 
Depth. This distinction, which has been taken by 
some modern logicians, though unknown to many 
of them, was not observed by Aristotle. We find 
him, (to say nothing of other ancient logicians), using 
the expression oXw elvai or {nrdpxeiv, for either 
whole. Though diflferent in the order of thought 
(ratione), the two quantities are identical in the 
nature of things (re). Each supposes the other; and 
Breadth is not more to be distinguished from Depth, 
than the relations of the sides, from the relations of 
the angles, of a triangle. In effect it is precisely the 
same reasoning, whether we argue in Depth, — “ zf is 
(I'.e. as subject, contains in it the inherent attribute) 
some Y ; all Y is some U ; all U is some 0 ; all O 
is some I ; all I is some E ; all E is some A ; — there- 
fore, z' is some A:” or whether we argue in Breadth, — 
“ Some A is {i.e. as class, contains under it the subject 
part) all E ; some E is all I ; some I is all 0 ; some O 
is all U ; some U is all Y ; some Y is / ; — therefore, 
some A is z'.” The two reasonings, internally iden- 
tical, are externally the converse of each other ; the 
premise and term, which in Breadth is major, in 
Depth is minor. In syllogisms also, where the con- 
trast of the two quantities is abolished, there, with 
the difference of figure, the differences of major and 
minor premise and term fall likewise. In truth, how- 
ever, common language in its enouncement of pro- 
positions, is here perhaps more correct and philoso- 
phical than the technical language of logic itself. 
For as it is only an equation — only an affirmation of 
identity or its negation, which is, in either quantity, 
proposed ; therefore the substantive verb, {is, is not,) 
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used in both cases, speaks more accurately, than the 
expressions, containedf (or not contained) in of the 
one, contained (or not contained) under of the other. 
In fact, the two quantities and the two quantifications 
have by logicians been neglected together. 

This Table, (the principle of which becomes more 
palpably demonstrative, when the parts of the table 
are turned into the parts of a circular machine*), 
exhibits all the mutual relations of the counter quan- 
tities. — It represents the classes, as a series of 
resemblances thought as one, (by a repetition of the 
same letter in the same series,) but as really distinct, 
(by separating lines). Thus, A is only A, not A, A, A, 
Ac. ; some Animal is not some Animal ; one class of 
Animals is not all, every, or any other ; this Animal 
is not that ; Socrates is not Plato ; z is not z'. On 
the other hand, E is E A ; and Y is YUOIEA; 
every lower and higher letter in the series coalescing 
uninterruptedly into a series of reciprocal subjects and 
predicates, as shown by the absence of all discrim- 
inating lines. Thus, Socrates (z'), is Athenian (Y), 
Greek (U), European (0), Man (I), Mammal (E), Ani- 
mal (A). Of course the series must be in gram- 
matical and logical harmony. We must not collate 
notions abstract and notions concrete. — 2°, The Table 
shows the inverse correlation of the two quantities in 
respect of amount. For example : A, (i,e. A, A, Ac.), 
the highest genus, is represented as having six times the 
Breadth of Y ; whilst Y, (^.c. Y — A), the lowest species, 
has six times the Depth of A. — 3°, The Table mani- 
fests all the classes, as in themselves unreal, subjective, 

a A machine of this kind was con* trine of the text. For a description 
structed by the Author, and used in of it see Memoir of Sir W. Hamilton^ 
the class-room to illustrate the doc* p. 249*252 . — Ed. 
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ideal ; for these are merely fictions or artifices of the 
mind, for the convenience of thinking. Universals 
only exist in nature, as they cease to be universal in 
thought; that is, as they are reduced from general 
and abstract attributes to individual and concrete 
qualities. A — Y are only truly objective as distri- 
buted through z, z', z", &c. ; and in that case they 
are not universals. As Boethius expresses it : — 
“ Omne quod est, eo quod est, singulare est.” — 4°, The 
opposition of class to class, through contradictory 
attributes, is distinguished by lines different from 
those marking the separation of one part of the same 
class from another. Thus, Animal, or Sentiently- 
organised, (A), is contrasted with Not-animal, or Not- 
scntiently - organised, ( | A), by lines thicker than 
those which merely discriminate one animal (A), from 
another (A).“ 

a See further in Diaounont, p. 701 tl teq. — Ed. 
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LECTURE IX. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OP THOUGHT. 

I. — ENNOEMATIC. 

B. OF CONCEPTS IN SPECIAL. — II. THEIR SUBJECTIVE 
RELATION — QUALITY. 

Having concluded the consideration of the relation lect. 

of concepts to their objects, — the relation in which ^ — 

their Quantity is given, I now proceed to consider ^ 
their relation to their conceiving subject — the relation 
in which is given their Quality. This consideration 
of the quality of concepts does not, in my opinion, 
belong to the Doctrine of Elements, and ought, in 
scientific rigour, to be adjourned altogether to the 
Methodology, as a virtue or perfection of thought. 

As logicians, however, have generally treated of it 
likewise under the former doctrine, I shall do so too, 
and commence Avith the following paragraph. 

If XXVII. A concept or notion is the unity in Pmr.xxvn. 
consciousness of a certain plurality of attributes, ^cwpu 
and it, consequently, supposes the power of think- iU logical 
ing these, both separately and together. But as 
there are many gradations in the consciousness 
with which the characters of a concept can be 
thought severally and in conjunction, there will 
consequently be many gradations in the actual 
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LECT. Perfection or Imperfection of a notion. It is this 

— ^ — perfection or imperfection which constitutes the 

logical Quality of a concept.* 


It is thus the greater or smaller degree of conscious- 
ness which accompanies the concept and its object, 
that determines its quality, and according to which it 
is called logically perfect or logically imperfect. Now 
there may be distinguished two degrees of this logical 
perfection, the nature of which is summarily expressed 
in the following paragraph. 


Pw.XXVllI. 
Th« two 
degrees of 
the logical 
Perfection 
and Imper- 
fection of 
Concepts, ~ 
their Clear- 
ness and 
Distinct- 
ness, and 
Uieir Ob- 
smrity and 
Indistinct- 
ness. 


t XXVIII. There arc two degrees of the logical 
perfection of concepts, — viz. their Clearness and 
their Distinctness, and, consequently, two opposite 
degrees of their corresponding imperfection, — viz. 
their Obscurity and their Indistinctness. These 
four qualities express the perfection and imper- 
fection of concepts in extremes ; but between 
these extremes, there lie an indefinite number of 
intermediate degrees. 

A concept is said to be dear {clara), when 
the degree of consciousness is such as enables us 
to distinguish it as a whole from others ; and 
obscure (obscura), when the degree of conscious- 
ness is insufficient to accomplish this. A concept 
is said to be distinct {distincta, perspicua), when 
the degree of consciousness is such, as enables 
us to discriminate from each other the several 
characters, or constituent parts of which the con- 
cept is the sum ; and indistinct or confused 
{indistincta, confusa, imperspicua), when the 
amount of consciousness requisite for this is 

a Knig, Logik, § 30. Cf. Esscr, J.ngik, | 46 et trq. — En. 
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wanting. Confused {confusd) may be employed leci\ 
as the genus including obscure and indistinct,'^ ^ 


The expressions clearness and obscurity, and dis- on^nai 
tinctness and indistinctnesSf as applied to concepts, oPth^x-** 
originally denote certain "modifications of vision ; from cUameu, 
vision they were analogically extended to the other 
senses, to imagination, and finally to thought It 
may, therefore, enable us the better to comprehend 
their secondary application, to consider their primitive. 

To Leibnitz^ we owe the precise distinction of concepts 
into clear and distinct, and from him I borrow the 
following illustration. In darkness, — in the complete iiiuatrated 
obscurity of night, — we see nothing, — there is no per- to vision, 
ception — no discrimination of objects. As the light 
dawns, the obscurity diminishes, the deep and uniform 
sensation of darkness is modified, — we are conscious 
of a change, — we see something, but are still unable 
to distinguish its features, — we know not what it is. 

As the light increases, the outlines of wholes begin to 
appear, but' still not with a distinctness sufficient to 
allow us to perceive them completely ; but when this 
is rendered possible, by the rising intensity of the 
light, we are then said to see clearly. We then re- 
cognise mountains, plains, houses, trees, animals, &c., 
that is, we discriminate these objects as wholes, as 
unities, from each other. But their parts, — the mani- 
fold of which these unities are the sum, — their parts 
still lose themselves in each other, they are still but 


a Compare Kmg, Logik, 31 ti seq. 
— Ed. [BttflBer, Logique, § 345 et seq. 
Kant, Kr. d. r. Vernunft, B. iL Trans. 
Dial., art. L p. 414, 3d ed., 1790.] 

/3 See his MedUationes de Cogni- 
Hone, Veritate, et Ideis, (Opera, ed. 
Erdmann, p. 79), Nonvtaux Essais, 


L. ii., ch. xxix. The illustration, 
however, does not occur in either of 
these passages. It was probably 
borrowed from Krug, Logik, § 31, 
and attributed to Leibnitz by an 
oversight. — Ed. 
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indistinctly visible. At length when the daylight has 
fully sprung, we are enabled likewise to discriminate 
their parts ; we now see distinctly what lies around 
us. But still we see as yet only the wholes which lie 
proximately around us, and of these, only the parts 
which possess a certain size. The more distant wholes, 
and the smaller parts of nearer wholes, are still seen 
by us only in their conjoint result, only as they con- 
cur in making up that whole which is for us a visible 
minimum. Thus it is, that in the distant forest or 
the distant hill, we perceive a green surface ; but we 
see not the several leaves, which in the one, nor the 
several blades of grass, which in the other, each con- 
tributes its effect to produce that amount of impres- 
sion which our consciousness requires. Thus it is, 
that all which we do perceive is made up of parts 
which we do not perceive, and consciousness is itself 
a complement of impressions, which lie beyond its 
apprehension.* Clearness and distinctness arc thus 
only relative. For between the extreme of obscurity 
and the extreme of distinctness, there arc in vision an 
infinity of intermediate degrees. Now the same thing 
occurs in thought. For we may either be conscious 
only of the concept in general, or we may also be 
conscious of its various constituent attributes, or both 
the concept and its parts may be lost in themselves to 
consciousness, and only recognised to exist by efiects 
which indirectly evidence their existence. 

The perfection of a notion, as I said, is contained in 
two degrees or in two virtues, — viz. in its clearness 
and in its distinctness; and, of course, the opposite 
vices of obscurity and indistinctness afibrd two de- 
grees or two vices, constituting its imperfection. “ A 

a See Lretura on Metaphytict, rol. i. p. 348 et uq. — £o. 
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concept is said to be char, when the degree of con- lect. 

sciousness by which it is accompanied is suflBcient to : — 

discriminate what we think in and through it, from 
what we think in and through other notions ; whereas 
if the degree of consciousness be so remiss that this 
and other coneepts run into .each other, in that case, 
the notion is said to be obscure. It is evident that 
clearness and obscurity admit of various degrees; 
each being capable of almost infinite gradations, ac- 
cording as the object of the notion is discriminated 
with greater or less vivacity and precision from the 
objects of other notions. A concept is absolutely^ 
clear, when its object is distinguished from all other »ud »i»o. 

t* lut«lv ol>- 

objects ; a concept is absolutely obscure, when its ob- •om. 
ject can be distinguished from no other object. But 
it is only the absolutely clear and the absolutely ob- 
scure which stand opposed as contradictory extremes ; 
for the same notion can at once be relatively or com- 
paratively clear, and relatively or comparatively ob- 
scure. Absolutely obscure notions, that is, concepts 
whose objects can be distinguished from nothing else, 
exist only in theory ; — an absolutely obscure notion 
being, in fact, no notion at all. For it is of the very 
essence of a concept, that its object should, to a cer- 
tain degree at least, be comprehended in its peculiar, 
consequently, in its distinguishing, characteristics. 

But, on the other hand, of notions absolutely clear, 
that is, notions whose objects cannot possibly be con- 
founded with aught else, whether known or unknown, 

— of such notions a limited intelligence is possessed 
of very few, and, consequently, our human concepts 
are, properly, only a mixture of the opposite qualities ; 

— char or obscure as applied to them, meaning only 
that the one quality or the other is the preponderant. 

VOL. I. L 
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In a logical relation, the illustration of notions con- 
sists in the raising them from a preponderant obscu- 
rity to a preponderant clearness — or from a lower 
degree of clearness to a higher.”® So much for the 
quality of clearness or obscurity considered in itself. 

But a Clear concept may be either Distinct or Indis- 
tinct ; the distinctness and indistinctness of concepts 
are, therefore, to be considered apart from their clear- 
ness and obscurity. 

But before entering upon the nature of the distinc- 
tion itself, I may observe that we owe the discrimina- 
tion of Distinct and Indistinct from Clear and Obscure 
notions to the acuteness of the great Leibnitz. By the 
Cartesians the distinction had not been taken ; though 
the authors of the Port Royal Logic come so near, that 
we may well marvel how they failed explicitly to enounce 
it.^ Though Locke published his Essay Concerning 
Human Understanding some five years subsequent 
to the paper in which Leibnitz — then a very young 
man — had, among other valuable observations, pro- 
mulgated this distinction, Locke did not advance be- 
yond the limit already reached by the Cartesians ; — 
indeed, the praises that are so frequently lavished on 
this philosopher for his doctrine concerning the dis- 
tinctions of Ideas, — the conditions of Definition, &c., 
— only prove that his encomiasts are ignorant of what 
had been done, and, in many respects, far better done, 
by Descartes and his school : — in fact, with regard to 
the Cartesian Philosophy in general, it must be con- 
fessed, that Locke has many errors to expiate, arising 

a Ed8or, pp. 91, 92, [Logik, §46. — Leibnitz, see the Appendix to Mr 
Ed.] Haynes’s translation of the Port 

B Part 1. ch. ix. — For a compori- Pt/yal Logic, p. 423 (second edition.) 
son of this statement of the distinc- — Eo. 
tion with those of Descartes and 
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partly from oversight, and partly from the most un- lect. 

accountable misapprehension of its doctrines. It is 

almost needless to say, that those who, in this country, 
have written on this subjeet, posterior to Locke, have 
not advanced a step beyond him ; for though Leib- 
nitz be often mentioned, and even occasionally quoted, 
by our British philosophers, I am aware of none who 
possessed a systematic acquaintance with his philo- 
sophy, of none, I might almost say, who were even 
superficially versed, either in his writings, or in those . 
of any of the illustrious thinkers of his school. 

But to consider the distinction in itself. — We have i>e <«► 
seen that a concept is clear, when we are able to re- iueif. 
cognise it as different from other concepts. But we 
may discriminate a whole from other wholes, we may 
discriminate a concept from other concepts, though 
we have only a confused knowledge of the parts of 
which that whole, of the characters of which that 
concept, is made up. This may be illustrated by the iiiustmt. 
analogy of our Perceptive and Kepresentative Faculties. 

We are all acquainted with many, say a thousand, ud 
individuals; that is, we recognise such and such a**“ 
countenance as the countenance of John, and as not 
the countenance of James, Thomas, Richard, or any of 
the other 999. This we do with a clear and certain 
knowledge. But the coimtenances, which we thus 
distinguish from each other, are, each of them, a com- 
plement made up of a great number of separate traits 
or features ; and it might, at first view, be supposed 
that, as a whole is only the sum of its parts, a clear 
cognition of a whole countenance can only be realised 
through a distinct knowledge of each of its constituent 
features. But the slightest consideration will prove 
that this is not the case. For how few of us are able 
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to say of any, the most familiar face, what are the 
particular traits which go to form the general result ; 
and yet, on that account, we hesitate, neither in regard 
to our own knowledge of an individual, nor in regard 
to the knowledge possessed by others. — Suppose a 
witness be adduced in a court of justice to prove tlie 
identity or non-identity of a certain individual with 
the perpetrator of a certain crime, the commission of 
which he had chanced to see, — would the counsel be 
allowed to invalidate the credibility of the witness by, 
first of all, requiring him to specify the various ele- 
ments of which the total likeness of the accused wiis 


compounded, and then by showing that, as the witness 
either could not specify the several traits, or specified 
what did not agree with the features of the accused, 
he was, therefore, incompetent to prove the identity 
or non-identity required ? This would not be allowed. 
For the court would hold that a man might have a 
clear perception and a clear representation of a face 
and figure, of which, however, he had not separately 
considered, and could not separately image to himself, 
the constituent elements. Thus, even the judicial de- 
termination of life and death supposes, as real, the 
difference between a clear and a distinct knowledge : 
for a distinct knowledge lies in the knowledge of the 
constituent parts ; while a clear knowledge is only of 
the constituted whole. 


Continuing our illustrations from the human coun- 
from the tcuancc, — we all have a clear knowledge of any face 
counte- which wc hav6 seen, but few of us have distinct 
knowledge even of those with which we are familiar ; 
but the paintr, who, havi n g looked upon a counte- 
nance, can retire and reproduce its likeness in detail, 
has necessarily both a clear and a distinct know- 
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ledge of it. Now, what is thus the case with percep- lect. 

tions and representations, is equally the case with ^ — 

notions. We may be able clearly to discriminate one 
concept from another, although the degree of con- 
sciousness does not enable us distinctly to discrimin- 
ate the various component characters of either con- 
cept from each other. The Clearness and the Distinct- 
ness of a notion are thus not the same; the former 
involves merely the power of distinguishing the total 
objects of our notions from each other ; the latter in- 
volves the power of distinguishing the several charac- 
ters, the several attributes, of which that object is the 
sum. In the former, the unity, in the latter, the mul- 
tiplicity, of the notion is called into relief. 

The Distinctness of a concept supposes, however, the Sp«iiu 
Clearness ; and may, therefore, be regarded as a higher du- 
degree of the same quality or perfection. “ To the A Concept, 
distinctness of a notion, over and above its general 
clearness, there are required three conditions, — 1°, The 
clear apprehension of its several characters or component 
parts ; 2°, The clear contrast or discrimination of these ; 
and, 3°, The clear recognition of the nexus by which 
the several parts are bound up into a unity or whole. 

“ As the clearness, so the distinctness, of a notion 
is susceptible of many degreea A concept may be 
called distinct, when it involves the amount of con- 
sciousness required to discriminate from each other its 
principal characters ; but it is so much the more dis- 
tinct, 1°, In proportion to the greater number of the 
characters apprehended ; 2°, In proportion to the 
greater clearness of their discrimination ; and, 3°, In 
proportion to the precision with which the mode of 
their connection is recognised. But the greater dis- 
tinctness is not exclusively or even principally deter- 
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mined by the greater number of the clearly appre- 
hended characters; it depends still more on their 
superior importance. In particular, it is of moment, 
whether the characters be positive or negative, inter- 
nal or external, permanent or transitory, peculiar or 
common, essential or accidental, original or derived. 
From the mere consideration of the differences sub- 
sisting between attributes, there emerge three rules to 
be attended to in bestowing on a concept its requisite 
distinctness. 

“In the first place, we should endeavour to discover 
the positive characters of the object conceived ; as it 
is our purpose to know what the object is, and not 
what it is not. When, however, as is not unfrequently 
the case, it is not at once easy to discover what the 
positive attributes are, our endeavour should be first 
directed to the detection of the negative; and this 
not only because it is always an advance in knowledge, 
when we ascertain what an object is not, but, likewise, 
because the discovery of the negative characters con- 
ducts us frequently to a discovery of the positive. 

“ In the second place, among the positive qualities 
we should seek out the intrinsic and permanent before 
the extrinsic and transitory ; for the former give us a 
purer and more determinate knowledge of an object, 
though this object may likewise at the same time 
present many external relations and mutable modifi- 
cations. Among the permanent attributes, the proper 
or peculiar always merit a preference, if for no other 
reason, because through them, and not through the 
common qualities, can the proper or peculiar nature 
of the object become known to us. 

“In the third place, among the permanent charac- 
ters we ought first to hunt out the necessary or essen- 
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tial, and then to descend from them to the contingent lect. 

or accidental ; and this not only because we thus give 

order and connection to our notions, but, likewise, be- 
cause the contingent characters are frequently only to 
be comprehended through the necessary.” “ 

But before leaving this part of our subject, it may pie au- 
be proper to illustrate the distinction of Clear and cw end 
Distinct notions by one or two concrete examples. Of noti™ 
many things we have clear but not distinct notions. by“ "ret* 
Thus we have a clear, but not a distinct, notion 
colours, sounds, tastes, smells, &c. For we are fully 
able to distinguish red from white, to distinguish an 
acute from a grave note, the voice of a friend from 
that of a stranger, the scent of roses from that of 
onions, the flavour of sugar from that of vinegar ; but 
by what plurality of separate and enunciable charac- 
ters is this discrimination made 1 It is because we 
are unable to do this, that we cannot describe such 
perceptions and representations to othera 

“ If you ask of me,” said St Augustin, “ what is Time, 

I know not ; if you do not ask me, I know.”^ What 
does this mean ? Simply that he had a clear, but not 
a distinct, notion of Time. 

Of a triangle we have a clear notion, when we 
distinguish a triangle from other figures, without spe- 
cially considering the characters which constitute it 
what it is. But when we think it as a portion of 
space bounded by three lines, as a figure whose three 
angles are equal to two right angles, &c., then we 
obtain of it a distinct concept. 

We now come to the consideration of the question, — How tho 
How does the Distinctness of a concept stand afiected if 

a Eaaer, hoyih, § 47, p. 9.3-95. — S Confnmons, xi. c. 14 . — Ed. 

Ed. 
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— — to this point I would, in the first place, dictate to you 

by’u”wo the following paragraph : — 

quaotitiet of 

m Concept. 

Pw.xxix. % XXIX. As a concept is a plurality of char- 

Distinct- i i • • i i i i • 

ne.1. Inter- actcrs bound up into unity, and as that plurality 

nnl and . . , ^ . t • f i 

Kjiemni. 18 Contained partly in its Intensive, partly under 

its Extensive, quantity; its Distinctness is, in 
like manner, in relation to these quantities, partly 
an Internal or Intensive, partly an External or 
Extensive Distinctness.® 

Eipiication. In explanation of this, it is to be observed, that, as 
the distinctness of a concept is contained in the clear 
apprehension of the various attributes of which it is 
the sum, as it is the sum of these attributes in two 
opposite relations, which constitute, in fact, two oppo- 
site quantities or wholes, and as these wholes are 
.severally capable of illustration by analysis, — it follows, 
that each of these analyses will contribute its peculiar 
share to the general distinctness of the concept Thus, 
if the distinctness of a notion bears reference to that 
plurality which constitutes its comprehension, in other 
words, to that which is contained in the concept, the 
distinctness is denominated an internal or intensive 
distinctness, or distinctness of comprehension. On the 
other hand, if the distinctness refers to that plurality 
which constitutes the extension of the notion, in other 
words, to what is contained under it, in that case, the 
distinctness is called an external or extensive distinct- 
ness, a distinctness of extension. It is only when a 
notion combines in it both of these species of distinct- 
ness, it is only when its parts have been analysed in 

a Knig, Lngik, § 34 ; Eanr, Logik, § 48. — En. 
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reference to the two quantities, that it reaches the lect. 
highest degree of distinctness and of perfection. — 

The Internal Distinctness of a notion is accom- Defloitim 
plLshed by Definition, that is, by the enumeration of lion. 
the characters or partial notions contained in it ; the 
External Distinctness, again, of a notion is accom- 
plished through Division, that is, through the enu- 
meration of the objects which are contained under it. 

Thus the concept man is rendered intensively more 
distinct, when we declare that man is a rational ani- 
mal ; it is rendered extensively more distinct, when 
we declare that man is partly male, partly female 
«ian.“ In the former case, we resolve the concept 
man into its several characters, — into its partial or 
constituent attributes ; in the latter, we resolve it 
into its subordinate concepts, or inferior genera. In simple d<^ 
simple notions, there is thus possible an extensive, o'r » cx"u- 
but not an intensive, distinctness; in individual dual notioDi 
notions, there is possible an intensive, but not an sive, dii' 
extensive, distinctness.^* Thus the concepts existence, “"'*"**• 
green, sweet, Ac., though as absolutely or relatively 
simple, their comprehension cannot be analysed into 
any constituent attributes, and they do not, therefore, 
admit of definition ; still it cannot be said that they 
are incapable of being rendered more distinct For 
do we not analyse the pluralities of which these con- 
cepts are the sum, when we say, that existence is 
either ideal or real, that green is a yellowish or a 
bluish green, that sweet is a pungent or a mawkish 
sweet ? — and do we not, by this analysis, attain a 
greater degree of logical perfection than when we 
think them only clearly and as wholes ? '*' “A con- 

a Knig, p. 9S, [Logik, § 34. — Ed.] y Krug, Logik, g 34, Anmerk., L 

3 Emer, hogtk, g 48. — Ed. pp. 95, 96. — Ed. 
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tinctness, when there is such a consciousness of its 

characters that, in rendering its comprehension dis- 
MM of »'*" tinct, we touch on notions which, as simple, admit of 
jiQ definition, and in rendering its extension distinct, 
we touch on notions which, as individual, admit of no 
ulterior division. It is true, indeed, that a distinct- 
ness of this degree is one which is only ideal ; that is, 
one to which we are always approximating, but which 
we never are able actuaUy to reach. In order to 
approach as ' near as possible to this ideal, we must 
always inquire, what is contained in, and what under, 
a notion, and endeavour to obtain a distinct conscious- 
ness of it in both relations. What, in this research, 
first presents itself we must again analyse anew, with 
reference always both to comprehension and to exten- 
sion ; and descending from the higher to the lower, 
from the greater to the less, we ought to stop only 
when our process is arrested in the individual or in 
the simple.” “ 

. a Esser, Logik, § 48, p. 96 . — Ed. 
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STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II.— OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

1.— ENNOEMATIC. 

IMPERFECTION OF CONCEPTS. 

It is now necessary to notice an Imperfection to which lect. 

concepts are peculiarly liable, and in the exposition ! — 

of which I find it necessary to employ an expression, ^^SVfo>a- 
which, though it has the highest philosophical author- 
ity for its .use, I would still, in consequence of its ambi- 
guity in English, have avoided, if this could have been 
done without compromising the knowledge of what it 
is intended to express. The expression I mean, is 
intuitive, in the particular signification in which it is 
used by Leibnitz" and the continental philosophers in 
general, to denote what is common to our direct and 
ostensive cognition of individual objects, in Sense or 
Imagination, (Presentation or Representation), and in 
opposition to our indirect and symbolical cognition of 
general objects, through the use of signs or language, 
in the Understanding. But, on this head, I would, 
first of all, dictate to you the following paragraph. 


T XXX. As a notion or concept is the fac- Pw. xxx. 
titious whole or unity made up of a plurality of 

ccpU. 


a Jfefiiialtonsjt de Coqu'U^ow^ p. 80 .‘<-'£d. 

iate^ et Ideis^ Opera, od. Ertlmaim, 
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LBCT. attributes, — a whole too often of a very complex 

multiplicity; and as this multiplicity is only 
mentally held together, inasmuch as the concept 
is fixed and ratified in a sign or word ; it fre- 
quently happens, that, in its employment, the 
word does not suggest the , whole amount of 
thought for which it is the adequate expression, 
but, on the contrary, we jfrequently give and take 
the sign, either with an obscure or indistinct con- 
sciousness of its meaning, or even without an 
actual consciousnesss of its signification at all. 

iiiastnuion. This liability to the vices of Obscurity and Indis- 
tinctness arises, 1°, From the very nature of a concept, 
which is the binding up of a multiplicity in unity ; 
and, 2°, From its dependence upon language, as the 
necessary condition of its existence and stability. .In 
consequence of this, when a notion is of a very com- 
plex and heterogeneous composition, we frequently 
use the term by which it is denoted, without a clear 
or distinct consciousness of the various characters 
of which the notion is the sum ; and thus it is, that 
we both give and take words without any, or, at 
least, without the adequate complement, of thought. 
I may exemplify this ; — You are aware, that in coun- 
tries where bank-notes have not superseded the use of 
the precious metals, large payments are made in bags 
of money, purporting to contain a certain number of 
a certain denomination of coin, or, at least, a certain 
amount in value. Now, these bags are often sealed 
up and passed from one person to another, without 
the tedious process, at each transference, of counting 
out their contents, and this upon the faith, that, if 
examined, they will be found actually to contain the 
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number of pieces for which they are marked, and for 
which they pass current. In this state of matters, it 
is, however, evident, that njiany errors or frauds may 
be committed, and that a bag may be given and taken 
in payment for one sum, which contains another, or 
which, in fact, may not even contain any money at all. 
Now the case is similar in regard to notions. As the 
sealed bag or rouleau testifies to the enumerated sum, 
and gives unity to what would otherwise be an uncon- 
nected multitude of pieces, each only representing its 
separate value ; so the sign or word proves and ratifies 
the existence of a concept, that is, it vouches the tying 
up of a certain number of attributes or characters in 
a single concept, — attributes which would otherwise 
exist to us only as a multitude of separate and imcon- 
nected representations of value. So far the analogy 
is manifest; but it is only general. The bag, the 
guaranteed sum, and the constituent coins, represent 
in a still more proximate manner the term, the con- 
cept, and the constituent characters. For in regard 
to each, we may do one of two things. On the one 
hand, we may test the bag, that is, open it, and 
ascertain the accuracy of its stated value, by counting 
out the pieces which it purports to contain ; or we 
may accept and pass the bag, without such a critical 
enumeration. In the other case, we may test the 
general term, prove that it is valid for the amount 
and quality of thought of which it is the sign, by 
spreading out in consciousness the various characters 
of which the concept professes to be the complement ; 
or we may take and give the term without such an 
evolution.® 

a A bint of this illoatratiun iu to vol. i. chap. viii. p. 200. — Ed. 
be found in Dogcrando, Da Signa, 
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It is evident from this, that notions or concepts are 
peculiarly liable to great vagueness and ambiguity, 
and that their symbols are liable to be passed about 
without the proper kind, or the adequate amount, of 
thought. 

This interesting subject has not escaped the obser- 
vation of the philosophers of this country, and by 
them it has, in fact, with great ingenuity been illus- 
trated ; but as they are apparently ignorant, that the 
matter had, before them, engaged the attention of 
sundry foreign philosophers, by whom it has been 
even more ably canvassed and expounded, I shall, 
in the exposition of this point, also do justice to the 
illustrious thinkers to whom is due the honour of hav- 
ing originally and most satisfactorily discussed it. 

The following passage from Mr Stewart will afford 
the best foundation for my subsequent remarks. “ In 
the last section I mentioned Dr Campbell as an in- 
genious defender of the system of the Nominalists, 
and I alluded to a particular application which he has 
made of their doctrine. The reasonings which I had 
then in view, are to be found in the seventh chapter of 
the second book of his Philosophy of Rhetoi'ic, in which 
chapter he proposes to explain how it happens, ‘ that 
nonsense so often escapes being detected, both by the 
writer and the reader.* The title is somewhat ludicrous 
in a grave philosophical work, but the disquisition to 
which it is prehxed, contains many acute and profound 
remarks on the nature and power of signs, both as a 
medium of communication, and as an instrument of 
thought. 

“Dr Campbell*s speculations with respect to lan- 
guage as an instrument of thought, seem to have 
been suggested by the following passage in Mr Humes 
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Treatise of Human Nature — * I believe every one 
who examines the situation of his mind in reasoninsr, 
will agree with me, that we do not annex distinct and 
complete ideas to every term we make use of ; and 
that in talking of Government, Church, Negotiation, 
Conquest, we seldom spread out in our minds all the 
simple ideas of which these complex ones are composed. 
It is, however, observable, that notwithstanding this 
imperfection, we may avoid talking nonsense on these 
subjects, and may perceive any repugnance among 
the ideas, as well as if we had a full comprehension of 
them. Thus if, instead of saying, that in war the 
weaker have always recourse to negotiation, we should 
say, that they have always recourse to conquest ; the 
custom which we have acquired, of attributing certain 
relations to ideas, still follows the words, and makes 
us immediately perceive the absurdity of that pro- 
position.' 

“ In the remarks which Dr Campbell has made on 
this passage, he has endeavoured to explain in what 
manner our habits of thinking and speaking gradually 
establish in the mind such relations among the words 
we employ, as enable us to carry on processes of 
reasoning by means of them, without attending in 
every instance to their particular signification. With 
most of his remarks on this subject I perfectly agree ; 
but the illustrations he gives of them are of too great 
extent to be introduced here, and I would not wish 
to run the risk of impairing their perspicuity, by 
attempting to abridge them. I must, therefore, refer 
such of my readers as wish to prosecute the specula- 
tion, to his very ingenious and philosophical treatise. 

“ * In consequence of these circumstances,' says Dr 

a Part i. § 7 . — Ed. 
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Campbell, ‘ it happens that, in matters which are per- 
fectly familiar to us, we are able to reason by means 
of words, without examining, in every instance, their 
signification. Almost all the possible applications of 
the terms (in other words, all the acquired relations 
of the signs) have become customary to us. The con- 
sequence is, that an unusual application of any term 
is instantly detected ; this detection breeds doubt, 
and this doubt occasions an immediate recourse to 
ideas. The recourse of the mind, when in any de- 
gree puzzled with the signs, to the knowledge it has 
of the things signified, is natural, and on such subjects 
perfectly easy. And of this recourse the discovery of 
the meaning, or of the unmeaningness of what is said, 
is the immediate efiect. But in matters that are by 
no means familiar, or are treated in an uncommon 
manner, and in such as are of an abstruse and intricate 
nature, the case is widely different.’ The instances in 
which we are chiefly liable to be imposed on by words 
without meaning, are (according to Dr Campbell), the 
three following ; — 

“ First, Where there is an exuberance of metaphor. 

“ Secondly, When the terms most frequently occur- 
ring denote things which are of a complicated nature, 
and to which the mind is not sufiicicntly familiarised. 
Such are the words — Government, Church, State, Con- 
stitution, Polity, Power, Commerce, Legislature, Juris- 
diction, Proportion, Symmetry, Elegance. 

“ Thirdly, When the terms employed are very 
abstract, and consequently of very extensive signifi- 
cation. 

“ ‘ The more general any word is in its signification, 
it is the more liable to be abused by an improper or 
unmeaning application. A very general term is appli- 
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cable alike to a multitude of different individuals, a lect. 

particular term is applicable but to a few. When the i — 

rightful applications of a word are extremely numer- 
ous, they cannot all be so strongly fixed by habit, but 
that, for greater security, we must perpetually recur 
in our minds from the sign to the notion we have of 
the thing signified ; and for the reason aforemen- 
tioned, it is in such instances diflBcult precisely to 
ascertain this notion. Thus the latitude of a word, 
though different from its ambiguity, hath often a 
similar effect’ 

Now, on this I would, in the first place, observe, i^k« u- 
that the credit attributed to Hume by Dr Campbell 
and Mr Stewart, as having been the first by whom tw^il”uy- 
the observation had been made, is, even in relation to lemu wiih- 
British philosophers, not correct Hume has stated mcaaing. 
nothing which had not, with equal emphasis and an 
equal development, been previously stated by Locke, 
in four different places of his Essay. P 

Thus, to take only one out of at least four passages 
directly to the same effect, and out of many in which 
the same is evidently maintained, he says, in the 
chapter entitled — Of the Abuse of Words : — “ Others L«ke 
there be who extend this abuse yet farther, who take ^ 
so little care to lay by words which, in their primary 
notation, have scarce any clear and distinct ideas 
which they are annexed to, that by an unpardonable 
negligence they familiarly use words which the pro- 
priety of language * has affixed to very important 
ideas, without any distinct meaning at all. Wisdom, 
glory, grace, &c., are words frequent enough in every 

a EUmaUt, toL i., chap. iv. | 4, § 7 ; u., xxix. 9; ii., xxxi. 8; iii., 

Works, toL ii., p. 193-195. ix. 6j iii., x. 2 . — Ed. 

a Compare Essay, B. li., ch. xxii, 

VOL. 1. M 
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man’s mouth ; but if a great many of those who use 
them should be asked what they mean by them, they 
would be at a stand, and not know what to answer : 
a plain proof, that though they have learned those 
sounds, and have them ready at their tongue’s end, 
yet there are no determined ideas laid up in their 
minds, which are to be expressed to others by them. 
Men having been accustomed from their cradles to 
learn words, which are easily got and retained, before 
they knew or had framed the complex ideas to which 
they were annexed, or which were to be found in the 
things they were thought to stand for, they usually 
continue to do so all their lives ; and without taking 
the pains necessary to settle in their minds determined 
ideas, they use their words for such unsteady and 
confused notions as they have, contenting themselves 
with the same words other people use; as if their 
very sound necessarily carried with it constantly the 
same meaning. This though men make a shift with 
in the ordinary occurrences of life, where they find it 
necessary to be understood, and therefore they make 
signs tUl they are so ; yet this insignificancy in their 
words, when they come to reason concerning either 
their tenets or interest, manifestly fills their discourse 
with abundance of empty unintelligible noise and jar- 
gon, especially in moral matters, where the words, for 
the most part, standing for arbitrary and munerous col- 
lections of ideas, not regularly and permanently united 
in nature, their bare sounds arc often only thought 
on, or at least very obscure and uncertain notions 
annexed to them. Men take the words they find in 
use among their neighbours, and that they may not 
seem ignorant what they stand for, use them confi- 
dently, without much troubling their heads about a 
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certain fixed meaning : whereby, besides the ease of it, lect. 

. they obtain this advantage, that as in such discourses 
they seldom are in the right, so they are as seldom to 
be convinced that they are in the wrong; it being 
all one to go about to draw those men out of their 
mistakes who have no settled notions, as to dispossess 
a vagrant of his habitation, who has no settled abode. 

This I guess to be so ; and every one may observe in 
himself and others, whether it be or no.” “ 

From a comparison of this passage with those 
which I have given you from Stewart, Campbell, and 
Hume, it is manifest that, among British philosophers, 

Locke is entitled to the whole honour of the observa- 
tion : for it could easily be shown, even from the iden- 
tity of expression, that Hume must have borrowed it 
from Locke ; and of Hume's doctrine the two other 
philosophers profess only to be expositors. 

This curious and important observation was not, T[T>e dirtinc- 
however, first made by any British philosopher ; for taitiyo md 
Leibnitz had not only anticipated Locke, in a publi- kiowiedge 

. . ^ -ri taken 

cation prior to the Essay y but afforded the most pre- by Leibnitz, 
cise and universal explanation of the phaenomenon, 
which has yet been given. 

To him we owe the memorable distinction of our ThizdiiUnc- 


knowledge into Intuitive and Symbolical, in which superseded 
distinction is involved the explanation of the phaeno- Tersy of No- 
menon in question. It is the establishment of this and Conwp- 
distinction, likewise, which has superseded in Grer- Germany, 
many the whole controversy of Nominalism and 
Conceptualism, — which, in consequence of the non- 
establishment of this distinction, and the relative 
imperfection of our philosophical language, has idly 


a Emiy concemn^ Human Under- x. §§ 3, 4 . — Ed.] 
standing, vol. L p. 228 ; [B. iii., ch. 
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! — France. 

UnicquMt- That the doctrines of Leibnitz, on this and other 
phiiowphera cardinal points of psychology, should have remained 
try wiui the apparently unknown to every philosopher of this 
Lcibaitz. country, is a matter not less of wonder than of regret, 
and is only to be excused by the mode in which 
Leibnitz gave his writings to the world. Ills most 
valuable thoughts on the most important subjects 
were generally thrown out in short treatises or letters, 
and these, for a long time, were to be found only in 
. partial collections, and sometimes to be laboriously 
Mmnotin sought out, dispersed as they were in the various 
gave hii scientific Journals and Transactions of every country of 
ihIJ'wOTii* Europe ; and even when his works were at length col- 
lected, the attempt of hiS editor to arrange his papers 
according to their subjects (and what subject did 
Leibnitz not discuss ?) was baffled by the multifari- 
ous nature of their contents. The most important of 
his philosophical writings, — his Essays in refutation 
of Locke, — were not merely a posthumous publication, 
but only published after the collected edition of his 
Works by Dutens; and this treatise, even after its 
publication, was so little known in Britain, that it 
remained absolutely unknown to Mr Stewart, (the 
only British philosopher, by the way, who seems to 
have had any acquaintance with the works of Leib- 
nitz), until a very late period of his life. The 
matter, however, with whieh we are at present en- 
gaged, was discussed by Leibnitz in one of his very 
Hi>^p»p«r earliest writings ; and in a paper entitled De Cogni- 
tione, Veritate, et Ideis, published in the Acta Eru- 
ditorum of 1684, we have, in the eompass of two 
quarto pages, all that has been advanced of principal 
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importance in regard to the peculiarity of our cognitions lect. 

by concept, and in regard to the dependence of our ^ — 

concepts upon language. In this paper, besides estab- 
lishing the difference of Clear and Distinct knowledge, 
he enounces the memorable distinction of Intuitive 


and Symbolical knowledge, — a distinction not cer- 
tainly unknown to the later philosophers of this coun- 
try, but which, from their not possessing terms in 
which precisely to embody it, has always remained 
vague and inapplicable to common use. Speaking of 
the analysis of complex notions, he says — “ For the Leiboitx 

’’ ^ ^ ^ ^ quoted on 

most part, however, especially in an analysis of any 
length, we do not view at once (non simul intuemur) k^w- 
the whole characters or attributes of the thing, but 
in place of these we employ signs, the explication 
of which into what they signify, we are wont, at the 
moment of actual thought, for the sake of brevity, 
to omit, knowing or believing that we have this expli- 
cation always in our power. Thus, when I think a 
chiliogon, (or polygon of a thousand equal sides), I do 
not always consider the various attributes, of the side, 
of the equality, and of the number a thousand, but 
use these words, (whose meaning is obscurely and im- 
perfectly presented to the mind), in lieu of the notions 
which I have of them, because I remember, that I 
possess the signification of these words, though their 
application and explication I do not at present deem 
to be necessary. This kind of thinking I am used to 
call blind or ayndtolical. We employ it in Algebra and 
in Arithmetic, and in fact universally. And certainly, 
when the notion is very complex, we cannot think at 
once all the ingredient notions ; but where this is pos- 
sible, — at least, inasmuch as it is possible,^ — I call the 
cognition intuitive. Of the primary elements of our 
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notions, there is given no other knowledge than the 
intuitive ; as of our composite notions, there is, for 
the most part, possible only a symbolical. From these 
considerations it is also evident, that of the things 
which we distinctly know we are not conscious of the 
ideas, except in so far as we employ an intuitive cog- 
nition. And, indeed, it happens that we often falsely 
believe that we have in our mind the ideas of things, 
erroneously supposing that certain terms which we 
employ had been applied and explicated ; and it is 
not true, — at least it is ambiguously expressed, what 
some assert, — that we cannot speak concerning any- 
thing, understanding what we say, without having 
an idea of it actually present. For we frequently 
apply any kind of meaning to the several words, or wc 
merely recollect us that we have formerly understood 
them, but because we are content with this blind 
thinking, and do not follow out the resolution of the 
notions, it happens, that contradictions are allowed to 
lie hid, which perchance the composite notion involves. 
. . . . Thus, at first sight, it must seem, that we 

could form an idea of a maximum velocity {motiis 
celerrimus), for in using the terms we understand what 
we say ; we shall find, however, that it is impossible, 
for the notion of a quickest motion is shown to be con- 
tradictory, and, therefore, inconceivable. Let us sup- 
pose, that a wheel is turned with a velocity absolutely 
at its maximum ; every one perceives that if one of 
its spokes be produced, its outer end will be moved 
more rapidly than the nails in the circumference of 
the wheel ; the motion, therefore, of these is not a 
maximum, which is contrary to the hypothesis, and, 
therefore, involves a contradiction.” 

This quotation will suffice to show you how cor- 
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rectly Leibnitz apprehended the nature of concepts, lect. 

as opposed to the presentations and representations — 

of the subsidiary faculties; and the introduction ofSj»tLc- 
the term Symbolical knowledge, to designate theSbmuon 
former, and the term Intuitive knowledge to compre- phy of& 
hend the two latter, — terms which have ever since 
become classical in his own country, — has bestowed 
on the German language of philosophy, in this re- 
spect, a power and precision to which that of no other 
nation can lay claim. In consequence of this, while 
the philosophers of this country have been all along 
painfully expounding the phaenomenon as one of the 
most recondite arcana of psychology, in Germany it 
has, for a century and a half, subsided into one of the 
elementary doctrines of the science of mind. It was 
in consequence of the establishment of this distinction 
by Leibnitz, that a peculiar expression, {Begriff, con- 
c&ptus), was appropriated to the symbolical notions of 
the Understanding, in contrast to the intuitive pre- 
sentations of Sense and representations of Imagination, 
which last also were furnished with the distinctive 
appellation of intuitions^ {Anschauungen, intuitus). 

Thus it is, that, by a more copious and well-appointed 
language, philosophy has, in Germany, been raised 
above various controversies, which, merely in conse- 
quence of the poverty and vagueness of its English 
nomenclature, have idly occupied our speculationa 
But to return to the mere logical question. 

The doctrine of Leibnitz in regard to this natural Thodi»tinc- 

• T I 1 1 1 »ppre- 

imperfection of our concepts was not overlooked by his ciatcd \>y 

1T111 I the disciples 

disciples, and I shall read to you a passage from the of Leibmtz. 
Lesser Logic of Wolf, — a work above a century old, 
and which was respectably translated from German 
into English in the year 1770. This translation is 
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LFxrr. now rarely to be met with, which may account for its 
; being apparently totally unknown to our British phi- 
losophers ; and yet, upon the whole, with all its faults 
and imperfections, it is perhaps the most valuable work 
on Logic, (to say nothing of the Port Royal Logic), 
in the English language. 

"“IIl " Words, we usually make known our thoughts 
^onUor to othcrs. Aud thus they are nothing but uttered 
wiuu.’ articulate signs of our thoughts for the information 
of others. For example, if one asks me, what I am 
thinking of, and I answer, the sun ; by this word I 
acquaint him what object my thoughts are then em- 
ployed about. 

“ If two persons, therefore, are talking together, it 
is requisite, in order to be understood, first, that he 
who speaks shall join some notion or meaning to each 
word ; secondly, that he who hears shall join the 
very same notion that the speaker does. 

“ Consequently, a certain notion or meaning must 
be connected with, and therefore something be signi- 
fied by, each word. 

“ Now, in order to know whether we understand 
what we speak, or that our words are not mere empty 
sound, we ought, at every word we utter, to ask our- 
selves what notion or meaning we join therewith. 

Id speaking ‘ For it is carefully to be observed, that we have 

• or thinking, , . • /» i i • 

the meaning iiot olways the notion 01 the thmg present to us or in 
not always vicw, whcu wc spcak or think of it ; but are satisfied, 
when we imagine we sufiiciently understand what we 
speak, if we think wc recollect that wc have had at 
another time the notion which is to be joined to tliis 
or the other word ; and thus we represent to ourselves, 
as at a distance only, or obscurely, the thing denoted 
by the term. 
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“ Hence it usually happens, that when we combine lect. 

words together, to each of which apart a meaning or ^ — 

notion answers, we imagine we understand what we witbou”''' 
utter, though that which is denoted by such combined »■ 
words be impossible, and, consequently, can have no **“’*®^' 
meaning for that which is impossible is nothing at 
all, and of nothing there can be no idea. For instance, 
we have a notion of gold' as also of iron : but it is 
impossible that iron can, at the 'same time, be gold, 
consequently neither can we have any notion of iron- 
gold ; and yet we understand what people mean when 
they mention iron-gold. 

“ In the instance alleged, it certainly strikes every Furth™ 
one at first that the expression iron-gold is an empty 
sound; but yet there are a thousand instances in 
which it does not so easily strike. For example, 
when I say a rectilineal two-lined figure, contained 
under two right lines, I am equally well understood 
as when I say a right-lined triangle, a figure eon- 
tained under three right-lines : and it should seem wo 
had a distinct notion of both figures. However, as 
we show in geometry that two right-lines ean never 
contain a space, it is also impossible to form a notion 
of a rectilineal two-lined figure ; and, consequently, 
that expression is an empty sound. Just so it holds 
with the vegetable soul of plants, supposed to be a 
spiritual being, whereby plants are enabled to vege- 
tate or grow. For though those words taken apart arc 
intelligible, yet in their combination they have no 
manner of meaning. Just so if I say that the Attrac- 
tive Spirit, or Attractive Cord, as Linus calls it, or 
the Attractive Force, as some philosophers at this 
day, is an immaterial principle superadded to matter, 
whereby the attractions in nature are performed ; no 
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uotion or meaning can possibly be joined with these 
words. To this head also belong the Natural Sym- 
pathy and Antipathy of Plants ; the Band of Right 
or law {vinculum juris), used in the definition of 
Obligation, by Civilians ; the Principle of Evil of the 
Manicheans,” &c.“ 

a Logie or Rational Thovujhla on man of Baron Wotfiuo, 0 . ii., p. 64- 
Ihe Powers gf the Human Under- 67 ; London, 177 U — Ed. 
standing. Tramlaled from the Ger- 
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LECTURE XI. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. I. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

I. — ENNOEMATIC. 

III. RECIPROCAL RELATIONS OF CONCEPTS. 

A. QUANTITY OF EXTENSION — SUBORDINATION AND 

CO-ORDINATION. 

I NOW proceed to the third and last Relation of Con- 
cepts, — that of concepts to each other. The two 
former relations of notions, — to their objects and to 
their subject, — ^gave their Quantity and Quality. This, 
the relation of notions to each other, gives what is 
emphatically and strictly denominated their Ilelation. 
In this rigorous signification, the Relation of Concepts 
may be thus defined. 

IF XXXI. The Relation proper of notions con- 
sists in those determinations or attributes which 
belong to them, not viewed as apart and in them- 
selves, but as reciprocally compared. Concepts can 
only be compared together with reference, either, 
1°, To their Extension ; or, 2°, To their Comprehen- 
sion. All their relations arc, therefore, dependent 
on the one or on the other of these quantities." 

IF XXXII. As dependent upon Extension, con- 
cepts stand to each other in the five mutual 

■ Cf. Krng, Logik, § 36.— Ed. 
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ExamplM 
of tbe five 
mutual re- 
lations of 
CoucopU. 


relations, 1°, Of Exclusion ; 2°, Of Coextension ; 
3°, Of Subordination ; 4° Of Co-ordination ; and, 
5°, Of Intersection. 

1. One concept excludes another, when no part 
of the one coincides with any part of the other. 
2. One concept is coextensive with another, when 
each has the same number of subordinate concepts 
under it. 3. One concept is subordinate to an- 
other, (which may be called the Superordinate), 
when the former is included within, or makes a 
part of, the sphere or extension of the latter. 4. 
Two or more concepts are co-ordinated when each 
excludes the other from its sphere, but when 
both go immediately to make up the extension 
of a third concept, to which they are co-subordi- 
nate. 5. Concepts intersect each other, when 
the sphere of the one is partially contained in 
the sphere of the other.® 

Of Exclusion, horse, syllogism, arc examples. There 
is, however, no absolute exclusion. 

As examples of Coextension, — the concepts, living 
being, and organised being, may be given. For, using 
the term life as applicable to plants as well as to 
animals, there is nothing living which is not organ- 
ised, and nothing organised which is not living. This 
reciprocal relation will be represented by two circles 
covering each other, or by two lines of equal length 
and in positive relation. 

As examples of Subordination and Co-ordination, 
man, dog, horse, stand, as correlatives, in subordina- 
tion to the concept animal, and, as reciprocal correla- 
tives, in co-ordination with each other. 

a Cf. Krug, Logik, g 41 . — Ed. 
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What I would call the reciprocal relation of In- lect. 
tcrsection, takes place between concepts, when their — 
spheres cross or cut each other, that is, fall partly 
within, partly without, each other. Thus, the con- 
cepts hlack and heavy mutually intersect each other, 
for some black things are heavy, some not, and some 
heavy things are black, some not. 


coNCErrs, their relations proper; to wit of 


1. Kxclu«ion* 


2. (’ocxtcQNion 


3. SnbonlinatioD 


4. Co onlioaiton 


6. InterHection, 
or Partial C!o- 
iaclualonand 
Coexcltuion 



Of these relations those of Subordination and Co- Subordin*- 
ordination are of principal importance, as on them Co*onlinft- 

a The notation by atnu!;ht line* 1848. — Eu. 
was first employed by the Author in 
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LECT. reposes the whole system of classification ; and to 
them alone it is, therefore, necessary to accord a more 

principij particular consideration. 

imporunoe. Un<jer the Subordination of notions, there are vari- 

Temu ex* 

prBMiveof 0^3 tenus to express the difierent modes of this rela- 

the different ^ 

mode* of the tioDi I thcse it is necessaTv that you should now leam 

relation of . • ‘t r \ • i 

suhoiJiMr and hereafter bear in mind, for they form an essential 
part of the language of Logic, and will come fi:e- 
qucntly, in the sequel, to be employed in considering 
the analysis of Reasonings. 

IF XXXIII. Of notions which stand to each 
other in the relation of Subordination, — the one 
is the Higher or Superior, {notio, eonceptus, supe- 
rior), the other the Lower or Inferior, {notio, con- 
ceptus, inferior). The superior notion is likewise 
called the Wider or Broader (latior), the inferior 
is likewise called the Narrower {angustior)."' 

E«pii«»uoii. The meaning of these expressions is sufficiently 
manifest. A notion is called the higher or sup>e)'ior, 
inasmuch as it is viewed as standing over another in 
the relation of subordination, — ^as including it within 
its domain or sphere ; and a correlative notion is called 
the lower or inferior, as thus standing under a supe- 
rior. Again the higher notion is called the wider or 
broader, as containing under it a greater number of 
things ; the lower is called the narrower, as contain- 
ing under it a smaller number. 

Par. XXXIV. T XXXIV. The higher or wider concept is 

and Particn- also Called, in contrast to the lower or narrower, 

a Universal or General Notion, {v6rjiui ko06\ov, 

a Ct Krugp Logikj g 42 . — Ed. 


Pat. XXXI II. 

Superior ftod 
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mtio, coTiceptus, universalis, generalis) ; the lower lect. 

or narrower concept, in contrast to the higher or ^ — 

wider, a Particular Notion, {vorjfia ftepiKov, notio, 
conceptus, parlicularis).'^ 

The meaning of these expressions, likewise, requires Explication, 
no illustration. A notion is called universal, inas- 
much as it is considered as binding up a multitude of 
parts or inferior concepts into the unity of a whole ; 
for universus means in unum versus or ad unum 
versus, that is, many turned into one, or many re- 
garded as one, and universal is employed to denote 
the attribution of this relation to objects. A notion 
is called particular, inasmuch as it is considered as 
one of the parts of a higher concept or whole. 

IF XXXV. A superior concept, inasmuch as it Par.xxxv. 
constitutes a common attribute or character for 
a number of inferior concepts, is called a General 
Notion, {vo^pa xa^dkov, notio, conceptus, genera- 
lis), or, in a single word, a Genus, {yevos, genus). 

A notion, inasmuch as it is considered as at once 
affording a common attribution for a certain 
complement of inferior concepts or individual 
objects, and as itself an inferior concept, con- 
tained imder a higher, is called a Special Notion, 

{vdrfijui eiSiKov, notio, conceptus, specialis), or in 
a single word, a Species, (elSos, species). The 
abstraction which carries up species into genera, 
is called, in that respect, Generification, or, more 
loosely. Generalisation. The determination which 

a [SeeAmmonias, In De InUrpnt., gica, p. 39] [Logica, tom. P. 1., o. 
t. ^2 h, (Bnadia, SekoHa in Aritlot., iy., §8, 4th edit., Venice, 1772. Cf. 
p. 113; Fecnioleti, Rwimcnla ha- Krug, Lagik, g 42 . — Ed.] 
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LECT. divides a genus into its species is called, in that 

— respect, Specification. Genera and Species arc 
both called Classes; and the arrangement of 
things under them is, therefore, denominated 
Classifimtion." 

Expiiation. It is manifest that the distinction into Genera and 

The uistiDC- 

tion of Species is a merely relative distinction ; as the same 

Ctentis Uid ^ . 

notion is, in one respect, a genus, m another respect, 
reiatiye. a spccics. For except a notion has no higher notion, ' 
that is, except it be itself the widest or most universal 
notion, it may always be regarded as subordinated to 
another ; and, in so far as it is actually thus regarded, 
it is a species. Again, every notion except that which 
has under it only individuals, is, in so far as it is thus 
viewed, a genus. For example, the notion tinangle, if 
viewed in relation to the notion of rectilineal figure, 
is a species, as is likewise rectilineal figure itself, if 
viewed in relation to figure simply. Again, the con- 
cept triangle is a genus, when viewed in reference to 
the concepts, — right-angled triangle, acute-angled 
triangle, &c. A right-angled triangle is, however, 
only a species, and not possibly a genus, if under it be 
necessarily included individuals alone. But, in point 
of fact, it is impossible to reach in theory any lowest 
species ; for we can always conceive some difference 
by which any concept may be divided ad infinitum. 
This, however, as it is only a speculative curiosity, 
like the infinitesimal divisibility of matter, may be 
thrown out of view in relation to practice; and, 
therefore, the definition, by Porphyry and logicians in 
general, of the lowest species, (of which I am imme- 
diately to speak), is practically correct, even though 

o Knig, Logik, § 4.3. — Ei>. 
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it cannot be vindicated against theoretical objections, lect. 

On the other hand, we soon and easily reach the : — 

highest genus, which is given in to ov, ens aliquid, 
being, thing, something, &c., which are only various 
expressions of the same absolute universality. Out 
of these conditions there arise certain denominations 
of concepts, which it is, likewise, necessary that you 
be made aware of. 

In regard to the terms Generijication and Spedfica- ^ariac- 
tion, these are limited expressions for the processes of 8p«ific»- 
Abstraction and Determination, considered in a par- whoi. 
ticular relation. Abstraction and Determination, you 
will recollect, we have already spoken of in general 
it will, therefore, be necessary to say only a very few 
words in reference to them, as the several operations 
by which out of species we evolve genera, and out of 
genera we evolve species. And first, in regard to 
Abstraction and Generification. In every complex GcncnBc*- 

• « • « • • • tion« 

notion, we can umit our attention to its constituent 
characters, to the exclusion of some one. We thus 
think away from this one, — we abstract from it. Now, 
the concept which remains, that is, the fasciculus of 
thought minus the one character which we have 
thrown out, is, in relation to the original, — the entire, 
concept, the next higher, — the proximately superior 
notion. But a concept and a next higher concept 
are to each other as species and genus. The process of 
Abstraction, therefore, by which out of a proximately 
lower we evolve a proximately higher concept, is, 
when we speak with logical precision, called the pro- 
cess of Generijicaiion. 

Take, for example, the concept man. This concept 
is proximately composed of the two concepts or con- 

a See above, p. 122 et seq. — Eb>. 

VOL. I. N 
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tion. 


stituent characters , — animal and rational being. If 
we think either of these characters away from the 
other, we shall have in that other a proximately higher 
concept, to which the concept man stands in the 
relation -of a species to its genus. If we abstract 
from animal, then man will stand as a species in 
subordination to the genus rational being, and the 
concept animal will then afford only a difference to 
distinguish man as a co-ordinate species from immate- 
rial intelligences. If, on the other hand, we abstract 
from rational being, then man will stand as a species 
in subordination to the genus animal, having for a 
co-ordinate species irrational animal. Such is the 
process of Generification. Now for the converse pro- 
cess of Specification. 

Every series of concepts which has been obtained 
by abstraction, may be reproduced in an inverted 
order, when, descending from the highest notion, we, 
step by step, add on the several characters from which 
we had abstracted in our ascent. This process, as 
you remember, is called Determination ; — a very ap- 
propriate expression, inasmuch as by each character 
or attribute which we add on, we h'mit or determine 
more and more the abstract vagueness or extension of 
the notion ; until at last, if every attribute be aimexed, 
the sum of attributes contained in the notion becomes 
convertible with the sum of attributes of which some 
concrete individual or reality is the complement. 
Now, when we determine any notion by adding on a 
subordinate concept, we divide it ; for the extension 
of the higher concepts is precisely equal to the exten- 
sion of the added concept plus its negation. Thus, if 
to the concept animal we add on the next lower con- 
cept rational, we divide its extension into two halves ; 
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the one equal to rational animal, the other equal lect. 

to its negation, that is, to irrational animal. Thus ^ — 

an added concept and its negation alwa3rs constitute 
the immediately lower notion, into which a higher 
notion is divided. But as a notion stands to the 
notions proximately subordinate to it, in the imme- 
diate relation of a genus to its species, the process of 
Determination, by which a concept is thus divided, 
is, in logical language, appropriately denominated 
Specijication. 

So much in general for the Subordination of no- 
tions, considered as Glenera and Species. There are, 
however, various gradations of this relation, and cer- 
tain terms by which these are denoted, which it is 
requisite that you should learn and lay up in memory. 

The most important of these are comprehended in the 
following paragraph ; — 

IF XXXVI. A Genus is of two degrees, — a high- pm.xxxvi. 
cst and a lower. In its highest degree, it isofOemn 
called the Supreme or Most General Genus, (yevo^ 

/ T* * V their detiff* 

yeviKUixarov, geniis summum or generahmmum) Mtion>. 
and is defined, “ that which being a genus cannot 
become a species.” In its lower degree, it is 
called a Subaltern or Intermediate, (■yo'o? xm- 
abXyjkov, genus subaltemum or medium), and is 
defined, “ that which being a genus can also be- 
come a species.” A Species also is of two de- 
grees, — a lowest and a higher. In its lowest de- 
gree, it is called a Lowest or Most Special Species, 

(elSos clSiKcSraTov, species injvma, ultima, or spe- 
cialissima'^), and is defined, “ that which being a 
species cannot become a genus.” In its higher 

a Vide Timpler, p. 263, \Logiax Sytlema, L. ii. c. L q. 16 . — Ed.] 
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degree it is called a Subaltern or Intermediate 
Species, (eKos vndKkrjXop, species subaltema, 
media), and is defined, “ that which being a 
species may also become a genus.” Thus a Sub- 
altern Genus and a Subaltern Species are con- 
vertible. 

The distinctions and definitions in this paragraph 
are taken from the celebrated Introduction “ of Por- 
phyry to the Calegories of Aristotle, and they have 
been generally adopted by logicians. It is evident, 
that the only absolute distinction here established, is 
that between the Highest or Supreme Genus and the 
Lowest Species, for the other classes, to wit, the Sub- 
altern or Intermediate, are, all and each, either genera 
or species, according as we regard them in an ascend- 
ing or a descending order ; the same concept being a 
genus, if considered as a whole containing under it 
inferior concepts as parts, and a species, if considered 
as itself the part of a higher concept or whole. The 
distinction of concepts into Genus and Species, into 
Supreme and Intermediate Genus, into Lowest and 
Intermediate Species, is all that Logic takes into 
account; because these are all the distinctions of 
degree that are given necessarily in the form of 
thought, and as abstracted from all detcmlinate 
matter. 

Cutegoric* It is, however, proper here to say a word in regard 

of Aristotle. 1 fi« 

to the Categories or Predicaments of Aristotle. Ihese 
are ten classes into which Existence is divided, — viz. 
1, Substance ; 2, Quantity ; .3, Quality ; 4, Relation ; 
5, Action; 6, Passion; 7, Where; 8, When; 9, Posture; 
and 10, Habit. (By this last is meant the relation of 

a C. iL, Si 23, 28, 29. 
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a containing to a contained.) They are comprehended lect. 
in the two following verses : — — 

Arbor sex servos fervore refrigerat ustos, 

Ruri eras stabo, nee tunieatus ero.** 

In regard to the meaning of the word category , original 
it is a term borrowed from the courts of law, in which and employ* 

• »i*. • •/* .• X i*i ni 0 Dt of ibo 

it literally signmes an accusation. In a philosophical term 
application, it has two meanings, or rather it is used 
in a general and in a restricted sense. In its general 
sense, it means, in closer conformity to its original 
application, simply a predication or attribution ; in 
its restricted sense, it has been deflected to denote 
predications or attributions of a very lofty generality, 
in other words, certain classes of a very wide exten- 
sion. I may here notice, that, in modern philosophy, 
it has been very arbitrarily, in fact very abusively, 
perverted from both its primary and its secondary 
signification among the ancients. Aristotle first em- 
ployed the term, (for the supposition that he borrowed 
his categories, name and thing, from the Pythagorean 
Archytas is now exploded, — the treatise under the 
name of this philosopher being proved to be a com- 
paratively recent forgery^, — I say, Aristotle first em- 
ployed the term to denote a certain classification, a 
posteriori^ of the modes of objective or real existence;*^ 
and the word was afterwards employed and applied 
in the same manner by Plotinus,^ and other of the 
older philosophers. By Kant,' again, and, in confor- kmVs ©m- 
mity to his example, by many other recent philoso- 

a Murmellii leagoffe, c. i. Vide In the treatise specially devoted to 
Micnelius [Lex, Phil. v. Prmlica- them, the Categories are viewed 
menta . — Ed.] p. 1085. Facciolati, rather in a grammatical than in a 
Logica, [t. i., Rudimenta Logica, P. metaphysical aspect. — E d. 

I. c. iiL p. 32 . — Ed.] 8 Enn. VI., L. i. c. i. — E d. 

a See Discussion*, p. 140. — Ed. e Kriiik d. r. V., p. 78 (ed. Rosen* 

y See es{>ecudly Metaph., iv. 7. kranz), ProUgomeiui, § 39. — Ed. 
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LECT. phers, the word haa been usurped to denote the a 
— priori eognitions, or fundament forms of thought. 
Tramomd- Nor did Kant stop here ; and I may explain to you 
Tnntcaui- the geucalogy of another of his expressions, of whieh 
their on. I See many of his German disciples are unaware. By 
piymoat the Schoolmen, whatever, as more general than the 
ten categories, could not be contained under them, 
was said to rise beyond them, — to transcend them ; 
and, accordingly, such terms as being, one, whole, 
good, &c., were called transcendent or transcendental 
{transcendentia or transcendentalia)^ Kant, as he 
had twisted the term category, twisted also these cor- 
relative expressions from their original meaning. lie 
did not even employ the two terms transcendent and 
transcendental as convertible. The latter he applied 


a [See FuccioUti, Ruit » p. 39 ; and 
Inst.f p. 26.] {Logica^ t. \. ^ liiuiiimn- 
ta Logica^ P. 1. c. iv., § 7 : “ Aliud 
est eategoridum^ quod signidcat cer> 
tamquamdam rem eategoriacompre* 
henaam : aliud vagumt quod nuUa 
categoria coutinctur, sed i>er omnes 
vagatur, cujusmndi iiante.sse}Uia, boni‘ 
tas ordOf ct similia multa.^’ Logka^ 
t. ii., Institutionc4 Logiea, P. 1. c. 
ii. : **SuDt quH-Klam vocabula, qurc 
vaga ettra»iac«7uien/tadicuntur \ quod 
genus quodlibet exsaperent in omni 
categoria. llujusmodi sunt ens^ alu 
rt*, unum^ veruvi^ honnm.** Cf. 
Reitts WorkSy pp. 687 note §, 762 b. 
— Ed.] 

Excluded from the Aristotolic Ca< 
tegories, all except the following 
£x parte Tocis — ** Vox unmet simplex, 
rebua oonciDDa locamlis.*' 

Ex parto roi— ** Eutim per ic»c, finitm, 
r<^im, tola.** 

See others in MurmelHus, laagogc^ 
c. i. ; Sanderson, p. 20. [Marmcllius 
gives 08 his owu the verses — 
Complexum, Coniignificau, Fictum, 
Polyscraum, 


Vox logica, Doub, Excedeiia, Privatio, 
Pmrsque, 

Iliec, 8tuiliose, categoriis non oocipiuti- 
tur. 

And Sanderson, {LogicOj L. i. c.viii.), 
after citing the mnemonic of the Ca< 
tegories themselves, adds, **In aliqua 
Utanim classium quioquid uspiam 
rerum est coliocatur; modo sit unum 
quid, rcalcy completuniy UmUaUtque 
ac finUce ncUurd. Kxulant ergo his 
sedibus Intenilones Secundc^y Priva- 
fiones, et /Vc/a, quia non sunt realia ; 
Concrcta,Etfuivoca^ et Com/>fewi,quia 
non sunt una ; Pars, quia non cat 
completnm quid ; ZVks, quia non est 
6nitn.> ; Transcttukns, quia non est 
limitata' natune. Hinc versiculi : 

Complexum, Conaignifiemos, Prirmtio, 
Fictum, 

Pars, Duus, iEquivocum, Traascentlcns, 
Eds rationii: 

Sunt exciuM dcccm clm«.«il>u8 i«tm no- 
vcm."— E d.] 

[That the C'ategories of Aristotle are 
not applicable to God, see (Pseudo) 
Auguatin, Dc Cognitione Vertt ViUTy 
c. iii.J 
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as a synonym for a priori, to denote those elements lect. 

of thought which were native and necessary to the- L- 

mind itself, and which, though not manifested out of 
experience, were still not contingently derived from 
it by an a posteriori process of generalisation. The 
term transcendent, on the contrary, he applied to all 
pretended knowledge that transcended experience, 
and was not given in an original principle of the 
mind. Transcendental he thus applied in a favour- 
able, transcendent in a condemnatory, acceptation." 

— But to return from this digression. 

The CaJLegories of Aristotle do not properly consti- c.*o(^ei 
tute a logical, but a metaphysical, treatise ; and they Heiaphyii- 
are, accordingly, not overlooked in the Aristotelic 
books on the First Philosophy, which have obtained 
the name of Metaphysics (ra fiera ra <f>v<riKa). Their 
insertion in the series of the surviving treatises of 
Aristotle on a logical argument, is, therefore, an 
error.<* 

But looking at these classes as the highest genera cu^rin 
into which simple being is divided, they are, I think, « Jci«.i- 
obnoxious to various objections. Without pausing Being" * 
to show that in other respects they are imperfect, it 
is manifest that the supreme genus or category Being 
is not immediately divided into these ten classes, and 
that they neither constitute co-ordinate nor distinct 
species. For Being (to ov, ens) is primarily divided 
into Being hy itself (ens per se), and Being hy acci- 
dent (ens per a^ddens). Being hy itself corresponds 
to the first Category of Aristotle, equivalent to Sub- 
stance ; Being hy accident comprehends the other 

a KritUe d. r. V., p. 240, edit. Ro- C. Cu-leton ;] [ThomM Compton Car- 
eenknoz. — E d. leton, Philosophia Univerta, Disp. 

P [That the Categories of Aristotle Met. d. ri. § 1. — Ei>.] 
are not logical but metaphysical, see 
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nine, but is, I think, more properly divided in the fol- 
lowing manner : — Being by accident is viewed either 
as absolute or as relative. As absolute, it flows either 
from the matter, or from the form of things. H from 
the matter, it is Quantity, Aristotle’s second cate- 
gory ; if from the form, it is Quality, Aristotle’s third 
category. As relative, it corresponds to Aristotle’s 
fourth category. Relation ; and to Relation all the 
other six may be reduced. For the category Where 
is the relation of a thing to other things in space ; 
the category When is the relation of a thing to other 
things in time ; Action and Passion constitute a 
single relation, — the relation of the agent and the 
patient; Posture is the relation of the parts of a 
body to each other ; finally. Habit is the relation of 
a thing containing and a thing contained.® The 
little I have now said in regard to the categories of 
Aristotle is more, perhaps, than I was strictly war- 
ranted to say, considering them, us I do, as wholly 
cxtralogical, and I have merely referred to them as 
exhibiting an example of the application of the doc- 
trine of classification.^ 


a Thia cUssillcation of the Catego- 
ries is giycn by Pacius, In Arisl. Ca- 
Ug., 0 . 3, p. 40, ed. 1697. Cl. Aqui- 
nas, In Aritt. Metaph., L. v. lect. 9; 
Suarez, Dispulationrs Melaphytinr, 
Disp. xxxix. ^ 12, 15 . — Ed. 

JS There is nothing in regard to 
which a greater dirersity of opinion 
has prevailed, even among Logicians, 
than the number of the Categories. 
For some allow only two— Substance 
and Mode ; others three — Substance, 
hlode, and Relation ; others four — 
Mind, Space, Matter, and Motion ; 
others seven, which arc comprehend- 
ed in the following distich : — 

“ Mens, Metuura, ^nies, Moltu, Po- 
fituni, Figura, 


Cyat*ag\u MaUt'ies, dederunt exordia 
rebus." 

Second line Iretter — 

** .Sunt, cum MaUria, cunctorum ex- 
ordia rcrum." 

lUul't Account of AristoUe's logic, 
c. ii. §§ 1, 2, Works, p. 685 ct so/. 
See Facciolati, Logica, t i., Rudi- 
mcjUa Logica, P. I. c. iii. p. 32. 
Purehot, Iiutit. nUos., t. i. Logica, 
p. 82, ed. 1716. Chauvin, Laicon 
Philosgphicum v, Categorema. [For 
various attempts at reduction anti 
classidcation of the categories, see 
Plotinus, Enncatl., VI. L. ii. c. 8 rt 
stg. (Tennemann, Gesek. der Phil., 
vi. p. 175 e< seg .) ; David the Arme- 
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I may, likewise, notice, by the way, that in the lkct. 

physical sciences of arrangement, the best instances 1— 

of which are seen in the different departments ofSHSmnt 
Natural History, it is found necessary, in order tolS^rf*'’* 
mark the relative place of each step in the ascending 
and descending series of classes, to bestow on it 
particular designation. Thus kingdom, class, order, 
tribe, family, genus, suhgenus,species, subspecies, vari- 
ety, and the like, are terms that serve conveniently 
to mark out the various degrees of generalisation, in 
its application to the descriptive sciences of nature. 

With such special applications and contingent differ- 
ences, Logic has, however, no concern. I, therefore, 
proceed to the last relative denomination of concepts 
under the head of Subordination in Extension. It is 
expressed in the following paragraph : — 


If XXXVII. A genus as containing under it pk.xxxvii. 

. . ... « . . Logical and 

species, or a species as contammg under it m- Me^hyii- 
dividuals, is called a Logical, or Universal, or»adpJu. 
Subject, or Subjective, or Potential Whole ; while 
species as contained under a genus, and indivi- 
duals as contained under a species, are called 
Logical, or Universal, or Subject, or Subjective, 
or Potential Parts. E converse, — an individual 
as containing in it species, or a species as con- 
taining in it genera, is called a Metaphysical, or 


niaa, in Brandis, Scholia ad ArMol., 
p. 49; Kamos, Animad. AriAot., [L. 
iv. p. 80el »tq., ed. 1550. — Ed.] ; Jo. 
Picos Mirandulanus, Conclusion's, 
Optra, p. 90, ed. Basil, 1572 ; Lan- 
rentius Valla, [Dialectiew Dispvla- 
lionet, oc. i. it — Ed.] ; Eugenios, 
Ao^ucl), p. 225 ei teq. On categoric 
tables of various aothon, see l)en- 
zinger, In»t. Log., iL § 608, p. 55. 


On history of oategories in antiquity, 
see Petersen, Chrynppta PhU. Pun- 
dametila, p. 1 et »eq. For the doc- 
trines of the Platonists and Stoics 
on the subject of the Categories, see 
Facciolati, Intlii. Log., [Logica, t. ii. 
p. ii., p. 84 ct tcq. Of. TVendelen- 
bnrg, OacIticlUe tier Kalrgoritnlthre, 
pp. 251, 267.-ED ] 
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Formal, or Actual Whole ; while species as con- 
tained in an individual, and genera as contained 
in species, are called Metaphysical, or Formal, or 
Actual Parish This nomenclature, however, in 
so far as metaphysical is opposed to logical, is 
inept ; for we shall see that both these wholes 
and parts are equally logical, and that logicians 
have been at fault in considering one of them, 
in their doctrine of reasoning, to the exclusion 
of the other. 

A whole is that wliich contains parts ; a part is 
that which is contained in a whole. But as the rela- 
tion of a whole and parts is a relation dependent on 
the point of view from which the mind contemplates 
the objects of its knowledge, and as there are differ- 
ent points of view in which these may be considered, 
it follows that there may also be different wholes and 
parts. Philosophers have, accordingly, made various 
enumerations of wholes; and, without perplexing 
you with any minute discussion of their various divi- 
sions, it may be proper, in order to make you the 
better aware of the two wholes with which Logic is 
conversant, — (and that there are two logical wholes, 
and, consequently, two grand forms of reasoning, and 
not one alone, as aU logicians have hitherto taught, I 
General shall hereafter endeavour to convince you), — to this 
varioUB end, I say, it may be expedient to give you a general 

^oiet view of the various wholes into which the human 
mind may group up the objects of its speculation. 

Wholes may be first divided into two genera, — into 

o See Timpler, Logica, [p. 232 el gica Rentitvla, P. III., c. ii. S 2, 
Kq. — EId.] FaccioUti, [Logica, t i., ed. Oenevoe, 1668. — Ed.] Burgere- 
HxuHmrnia Logica, P. II. c. Ti., p. dyk, [IwUilulinnft Logian, p. 51. — 
51-52 .— Ed.] Derodon, p. 447, [£o- Ed.] 
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a Whole by itself {totum >per se), and a Whole by 
accident {totum per accidens). A Whole per se is 
that which the parts of their proper nature neces - 1 
sarily constitute ; thus body and soul constitute the , 
man. A Whole per accidens is that which the parts 
make up contingently ; as when man is considered 
as made up of the poor and the rich. A whole per 
se may, again, be subdivided into five kinds, into a 
Logical, a Metaphysical, a Physical, a Mathematical, 
and a Collective. 1°, A Logical, styled also a Uni- ’ 
versa!, a Subject or Subjective, a Potential Whole ; i 
and 2”, A Metaphysical, styled also a Formal or an i 
Actual Whole, — these I have defined in the paragraph. ' 
It is manifest that the logical and metaphysical 
wholes are the converse of each other. For as the 


logical whole is the genus, the logical parts the species 
and individual ; in the metaphysical, e contra, an in- 
dividual is the whole of which the species, a species 
the whole of which the genera, are the parts. A 
metaphysical whole is thus manifestly the whole de- 
termined by the comprehension of a concept, as a 
logical whole is that whole determined by its exten- 
sion ; and if it can be shown that the whole of com- 
prehension affords the conditions of a process of rea- 
soning equally valid, equally useful, equally easy, and, 
to say the least of it, equally natural, as that afforded 
by the whole of extension, it must be allowed that it 
is equally well entitled to the name of a logical whole, 
as the whole which has hitherto exclusively obtained 
that denomination. 3°, A Physical, or, as it is like- s°, Phyii- 
wise called, an Essential Whole, is that which consists 
of matter and form, in other words, of substance 
and accident, as its essential parts. 4°, A Mathe- 4% M»uie- 
• matical, called likewise a Quantitative, an Integral, 
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iiva 


Tlic tcnn* 

$uhj^ Mid 

tuhjectiwe 
M Applied 
to Lo^cal 
whole Mid 
part*. 


more properlyan Integrate, Whole, (totum inlegratum), 
is that which is composed of integrator, more properly, 
of integrant, parts, {partes integrantes). In this 
whole every part lies out of every other part, whereas, 
in a physical whole, the matter and form, the sub- 
stance and accident, permeate and modify each other. 
Thus in the integrate whole of a human body, the 
head, body, and limbs, its integrant parts, are not con- 
tained in, but each lies out of, each other. 5°, A Col- 
lective, styled also a Whole of Aggregation, is that 
which has its material parts separate and accidentally 
thrown together, as an army, a heap of stones, a pile 
of wheat, &c.“ 

But to proceed now to an explanation of the terms 
in the paragraph last dictated. Of these, none seem 
to require any exposition, save the words subjective 
and potential, as synonyms appbed to a Logical or 
Universal whole or parts. 

The former of these, — the term subjective, or more 
properly subject, as applied to the species as parts sub- 
jacent to, or lying under, a genus, — to the individuals, 
as parts subjacent to, or lying under, a species, is a 
clear and appropriate expression. But as applied to 
the genus or species, considered as wholes, the term 
sulject is manifestly improper, and the term subjective 
hardly defensible. In like manner, the term universal, 
as applied to genus or species, considered as logical 
wholes, is correct ; but as applied to individuals, con- 
sidered as logical parts, it is used in opposition to its 
proper meaning. The desire, however, to obtain 
epithets common both to the parts and to the whole, 
and thus to indicate at once the relation in general, 
has caused logicians to violate the proprieties both of 

a See above, p. 202, note. — E d. 
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language and of thought. But as the terms have lect. 

been long established, I think it sufficient to put you 1— 

on your guard by this observation. 

In regard to the term potential , — I shall, before 
saying anything, read to you a passage from 
Antient Metaphysics of the learned Lord Monboddo.* q"ot«d. 

“ In the first place, it is impossible, by the nature of 
things, that the genus should contain the species as a 
part of it, and the species should likewise contain the 
genus, in the same respect. But, in different respects, 
it is possible that each of them may contain the other, 
and be contained by it. We must, therefore, try to 
distinguish the different manners of containing, and 
being contained. And there is a distinction that runs 
through the whole of ancient philosophy, solving many 
difficulties that are otherwise insurmountable, and 
which, I hope, will likewise solve this difficulty. The 
distinction I mean is the distinction betwixt what 
exists ZwdfLf. 1 , or potentially only, and that which ex- 
ists ipepyeif, or actually. In the first sense, every- 
thing exists in its causes; and, in the other sense, 
nothing exists but what is actually produced. Now, 
in this first sense, the whole species exists in the 
genus; for the genus virtuaUy contains the whole 
species, not only what actually exists of it, but what 
may exist of it in any future time. In the same 
manner, the lowest species, below which there is no- 
thing but individuals, contains virtually all those indi- 
viduals, present and future. Thus, the species man, 
comprehends all the individuals now existing, or 
that shall hereafter exist ; which, therefore, are said 
to be parts of the species man. On the other 
hand, the genus is actually contained in the species ; 

a VoL i. p. 479. 
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and the species, likewise, in each of the individuals 
under it. Thus, the genus animal is actually con- 
tained in the species man, without which it could 
not be conceived to exist. And, for the same reason, 
the species man is actually contained in each indivi- 
dual. — It is a piece of justice which I think I owe to 
an author, hardly known at all in the western parts of 
Europe, to acknowledge that I got the hint of the so- 
lution of this difficulty from him. The author I mean 
is a living Greek author, Eugenius Diaconus, at present 
Professor, as I am informed, in the Patriarch’s Univer- 
sity at Constantinople, who has written an excellent 
system of logic, in very good Attic Greek.” 

This, or rather a similar passage at p. 73 of the fourth 
volume of the Antient Metaphysics, affords Mr Stewart 
an opportunity of making sundry unfavourable stric- 
tures on the technical language of Logic, in regard 
to which he asserts, “the adepts are not, to this 
day, unanimously agreed ; ” and adds, that “ it is an 
extraordinary circumstance, that a discovery on which, 
in Lord Monboddo’s opinion, the whole truth of the 
syllogism depends, should be of so very recent a date.” “ 
Now this is another example which may serve to 
put you on your guard against any confidence in the 
assertions and arguments even of learned men. You 
may be surprised to hear, that so far is Eugenius from 
being the author of this observation, and of the term 
potential as applied to a logical whole, that both arc 
to bo found, with few exceptions, in all the older sys- 
tems of Logic. To quote only one, but one of the 
best and best known, that of Burgersdyk, — he says, 
speaking of the logical whole : “ Et quia universale 
subjcctas species et indi vidua non actu continet sed 

a Elemtnts, vol. ii., c. iii., § 1 ; Works, vol. iii., p. 199 and p. 200, note. 
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potentia ; factum est, ut hoc totum dictum sit totum l^. 

'potentiale, cum ceteree species totius dicantur totum ^ 

actuale, quia partes suas actu continent.” ** Aristotle 
notices this difference of the two wholes.'* 

Having thus terminated the consideration of con- 
cepts as reciprocally related in the perpendicular line 
of Subordination, and in the quantity of Extension, 
in so far as they are viewed as containing classes, — I 
must, before proceeding to consider them under thb 
quantity in the horizontal line of Co-ordination, state 
to you two terms by which characters or concepts are 
denominated, in so far as they are viewed as differ- 
ences by which a concept is divided into two sub- 
ordinate parts. 

1 XXXVIll. The character, or complement of pw.xxxviii. 
characters, by which a lower genus or species is specisc’ 
distinguished, both from the genus to which it is diui oiifcr- 
subordinate, and from the other genera or species 
with which it is co-ordinated, is called the Generic 
or the Specijic Difference, (Siauf>opa yevudj, and 
Bux^opa eiZudj, differentia generica, and differen- 
tia specijica). The sum of characters, again, by 
which a singular or individual thing is discrim- 
inated from the species under which it stands, 
and from other individual things along with 
which it stands, is called the Individual or 
Singular or Numerical Difference, {differentia 
individualis vel singularis vel numeried)? 

Two things are thus said to be generically dif- EipUc*. 
ferent, inasmuch as they lie apart in two different 
genera; specifically different, inasmuch as they lie 

a Lib. L c. xiv., p. 43, ed. 16G0. c. i. Dc Toto et PaW«.— E d.] 

— Ed. 7 Krug, Logik, $ 45. — Eo. 

B Vide Timpler, Logica, [L. II. 
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— rically different, inasmuch as they do not constitute 

Generic ouc and thc Same reality. Thus animal and stOTie 
may be said to be generically different ; horse and ox 
to be specifically different ; Highflyer and Eclipse to 
be numerically or individually different. It is evi- 
dent, however, that as all genera and species, except 
the highest of the one and the lowest of the other, 
may be styled indifferently either genera or species ; 
generic difference and specijic difference are in gen- 
eral only various expressions of the same thing, and, 
accordingly, the terms heterogeneous and homogene- 
ous, which apply properly only to the correlation of 
genera, are usually applied equally to the correlation 
• of species. 

ladicidiui “ Individual existences can only be perfectly discri- 

or Singular . 

Difference, minatcd ID rerceptiOD, external or internal, and their 
numerical differences are endless ; for of all possible 
contradictory attributes the one or the other must, 
on the principles of Contradiction and Excluded 
Middle, be considered as belonging to each individual 
thing. On the other hand, species and genera may be 
perfectly discriminated by one or few characters. For 
. example, man is distinguished from every genus or 

species of animal by the one character of rationality ; 
triangle, from every other class of mathematical 
figure, by the single character of tnlaterality. It is, 
therefore, far easier adequately to describe a genus or 
species than an individual existence ; as in the latter 
case, we must select, out of the infinite multitude of 
characters which an individual comprises, a few of 
the most prominent, or those by which the thing may 
most easily be recognised.” “ But as those which we 

a Krag, Loj/it, § 45, p. 134-5 . — Ed. 
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thus select are only a few, and are only selected with 

reference to our faculty of apprehension and our capa- 

city of memory, they always constitute only a petty, 
and often not the most essential, part of the numeri- 
cal differences by which the individuality of the object 
is determined. 

Having now terminated the consideration of tlie 
Subordination of concepts under Extension, it is only 
necessary to observe that their Co-ordination under 
that quantity affords nothing which requires explana- 
tion, except what is contained in the following para- 
graph : — 


^ XXXIX. Notions, in so far as they are p»t.xxxix. 

. P 1 C«-ordinft- 

considerecl the co-ordinate species of the sametionofOon- 
genus, may be called Conspecies ; and in so far 
- as Conspecies are considered to be diSerent but 
not contradictory, they are properly called Dis- 
crete or Disjunct Notions {notiones cliscreta; vel 
disjunctee). The term Disparate {notiones dis- 
jxiratw) is frequently applied to this opposition 
of notions, but less properly ; for this ought to 
be reserved to denote the corresponding opposi- 
tion of notions in the quantity of Comprehension. 

I conclude the consideration of concepts, as depend- 
ent on Extension, by a statement of the two general 
laws, by which both Subordination and Co-ordination 
of notions, under this quantity, are regulated. 

11 XL. The whole classification of things by p«r. xi.. 
Genera and Species is governed by two lawa 
The one of these, the law of Homogeneity {prin- su 1 ^'d»- 
cipium Homogeneitalis), is, — That how different oMiillrtfonr 
VOL, I. o 
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soever may be any two concepts, they both still 
stand subordinated under some one higher con- 
cept ; in other words, things the most dissimilar 
must, in certain respects, be similar. The other, 
the law of Heterogeneity {jprincipium Heteroge- 
neitalis), is, — That every concept contains other 
concepts under it ; and, therefore, when divided 
proximatcly, we descend always to other concepts, 
but never to individuals ; in other words, things 
the most homogeneous, — similar, — must, in cer- 
tain respects, be heterogeneous, — dissimilar. 

Of these two laws, the former, as the principle which 
enables, and in fact compels, us to rise from species to 
genus, is that which determines the process of Generi- 
fication ; and the latter, as the principle which enables, 
and in fact compels, us to find always species under a 
genus, is that which regulates the process of Specifica- 
tion. The second of these laws, it is evident, is only 
true ideally, only true in theory. The infinite divisi- 
bility of concepts, like the infinite divisibility of space 
and time, exists only in speculation. And that it is 
theoretically valid, will be manifest, if we take two 
similar concepts, that is, two concepts with a small 
difference : let us then clearly represent to ourselves 
this difierence, and we shall find that how small soever 
it may be, we can always conceive it still less, without 
being nothing, that is, we can divide it ad infinitum ; 
but as each of these infinitesimally diverging differ- 
ences affords always the condition of new species, it 
is evident that we can never end, that is, never reach 
the individual, except per sakum^ 

There is another law, which Rant promulgates in 

a Cf. Krug, Logik, 9 45, p. 135, and pp. 136, 137 . — Ed. 
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the Critique of Pure Reason,'^ and which may be called lect. 

the law of Logical Affinity, or the law of Logical Con- ! — 

tinuity. It is this, — That no two co-ordinate species Afn^ 
touch so closely on each other, but that we can con- 
ceive other or others intermediate. Thus man and 
orang-outang, elephant and rhinoceros, are proximate 
species, but still how great is the difference between 
them, and how many species can we not imagine to 
ourselves as possibly interjacent ? 

This law I have, however, thrown out of account, Oroonds on 
as not universally true. For it breaks down when i»w mu»t be 
we apply it to mathematical classifications. Thus 
all angles are either acute or right or obtuse. For 
between these three co-ordinate species or genera no 
others can possibly be interjected, though we may 
always subdivide each of these, in various manners, 
into a multitude of lower species. This law is also 
not true when the co-ordinate species are distinguished 
by contradictory attributes. There can in these be 
no interjacent species, on the principle of Excluded 
ISIiddle. For example : — In the Cuvierian classification 
the genus animal is divided into the two species of 
vertebrata and invertebrata, that is, into animals with 
a backbone, — with a spinal marrow, and animals 
without a backbone, — without a spinal marrow. Is 
it possible to conceive the possibility of any inter- 
mediate class ? ^ 

a P. 510, ed. Roseokranz. Cf. 102, 103. [Compare Fries, /,ogil\ 

Krug, Zoffii, p. 138.— Ed. § 21.— Ed.] 

3 Bacbmann, [Loffit, § 61, pp. 
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LECTURE XII. 
STOICHEIOLOGY. 

.SECT. II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

I. — ENNOEMATIC. 

III. RECIPROCAL RELATIONS OF CONCEPTS. 

B. QUANTITY OF COMPREHENSION. 

Having how concluded the consideration of the Reci- 
procal Relation of Concepts as determined by the 
cpiantity of Extension, I proceed to treat of that 
relation as regulated by the counter quantity of 
Comprehension. On this take the following para- 
graph : — 


*i XLI. When two or more eoncepts are com- 
pared together according to their Comprehen- 
sion, they either coincide or they do not ; that 
is, they either do or do not comprise the same 
characters. Notions are thus divided into Iden- 
tical and Different, {conceptm identiei et diverst). 
The Identical arc either absolutely or relativel}' 
the same. Of notions Absolutely Identical 
there are actually none ; notions Relatively 
Identical are called, likewise. Similar or Cog- 
nate, {notiones similes, affines, cognatce) ; and if 
the common attributes, by which they are allied. 
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be proximate and necessary, they are called Re- lect. 
ciprocating or Convertible, {noliones reciprocce, 
convertibiles.y 

In explanation of this paragraph, it is only nece.s- Expii™. 
sary to say a word in regard to notions absolutely 
Identical. That such arc impos.sible is manifest. 

“ For, it being assumed that such exist, as absolutely 
identical they necessarily have no difl'erenccs by which 
they can be distinguished : but what are indiscernible 
can be known, neither as two concepts, nor as two 
identical concepts; because we are, exhyp>othesi, unable 
to discriminate the one from the other. They are, 
therefore, to us as one. Notions absolutely identical 
can only be admitted, if, abstracting our view alto- 
gether from the concepts, we denominate those notions 
identical, which have reference to one and the same 
object, and which are conceived either by difl'erent 
minds, or by the same mind, but at different times. 

Their difference is, therefore, one not intrinsic and 
necessary, but only extrinsic and contingent. Taken 
in this sense. Absolutely Identical notions will be only 
a less correct expression for Reciprocating or Convert- 
ible notions.” ^ 

^ XLII. Con-sidered, again, under their Com- Par X LI j. 
prehension, concepts, in relation to each other, oi^unrep",. 
are said to be either Congruent or Agreeing, inas- 
much as they may be connected in thought ; or 
Conjlictive, inasmuch as they cannot. The con- 
fliction constitutes the Opposition of notions, (to 
avTiKticrdai, oppositio). This is twofold; — 1°, 

o [Ruer, Logti/-, § 36. ] K™g, Logik, § .37, and Anm. i. — 

S [Esser, Logik, § 36, p. 79.] t’f. Ed. 
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likewise Repugnance, (to amaftareKox: avrucel- 
<r6ai, ain-l<f>aaris, oppositio immediata sive contra- 
dictoria, repugnantia) ; and, 2°, Mediate or Con- 
trary Opposition, {t6 eVatTuus dwiKcio-^ai, kvav- 
TioTTjs, oppositio mediata vel contraria). The 
former emerges when one concept abolishes {tol- 
lit) directly or by simple negation, what another 
establishes (ponit) ; the latter, when one concept 
does this not directly or by simple negation, but 
through the aflirmation of something else.“ 

Erpiic*- “ Identity is not to be confounded with Agreement 
idTpiity and Cougruencc, nor Diversity with Confliction. All 
identical concepts are, indeed, congruent ; but all 
congruent notions are not identical Thus, 
and virtue, beauty and inches, magnanimity and sta- 
ture, are congruent notions, inasmuch as, in thinking 
a thing, they can easily be combined in the notion 
we form of it, although in themselves very different 
from each other. In like manner, all conflictive no- 
tions are diverse or different notions, for unless differ- 
ent, they eould not be mutually eonflictive. But, on 
the other hand, all different concepts arc not conflic- 
tive ; but those only whose difference is so great that 
each involves the negation of the other; as, for ex- 
ample, virtue and vice, beauty and deformity, wealth 
and povei'ty. Thus these notions are by pre-emin- 
ence — Koj — said to be opposed, although 

it is true, that in thinking we can oppo.se, or place 
in antithesis, not only different, but even identical, 
concepts.” 

“ To speak now of the distinction of Contradictory 

a [Cf. Drobisch, Lotjik, p. 17, § 25 cl ccj.] 
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and Contrary Opposition, or of Contradiction and lecx 

Contrariety ; — of tliese the former, — Contradiction, — ^ 

is exemplified in the opposites, — yellow, not yellow, tory and 
loalking, not walking. Here each notion is directly, oJipS)n. 
immediately, and absolutely, repugnant to the other, 

— they are reciprocal negatives. This opposition is, 
therefore, properly called that of Contradiction or of 
Repugnance ; and the opposing notions themselves 
are contradictory or repugnant notions, in a single 
word, contradictories. The latter, or Contrary Oppo- 
sition, is exemplified in the opposites, yellow, blue, 
red, &c., vxilking, standing, lying, &c." 

“ In the case of Contradictory Opposition, there are 
only two confiictive attributes conceivable; and of 
these one or other must bo predicated of the object 
thought In the case of Contrary Opposition, on the 
other hand, more than two confiictive characters are 
possible, and it is not, therefore, necessary, that if 
one of these be not predicated of an object any one 
other must. Thus, though I cannot at once sit and 
stand, and consequently sitting and standing are at- 
tributes each severally incompatible with the other ; 
yet I may exist neither sitting nor standing, — I may 
lie ; but I must cither sit or not sit, I must either 
stand, or not stand, &c. Such, in general, are the 
oppositions of Contradiction and Contrariety.” 

“ It is now necessary to say a word in regard to Logical lig- 
their logical significance. Immediate or Contradictory co''n*i^'c°^ 
Opposition constitutes, in Logic, affirmative and nega- Stwy 
tive notions. By the former something is posited or 
affirmed {2)oniiur, affirmatur) ; by the latter, some- 
thing is sublated or denied {tollitur, negatur). This, 
however, is only done potentially, in so far as concepts 
are viewed apart from judgments, for actual affimia- 
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tioii and actual negation suppose an act of judgment ; 
Init, at the same time, in so far as two concepts afford 
the elements, and, if lirought into relation, necessitate 
the formation, of an aHirinative or negative proposi- 
tion, they may be considered as in themselves negative 
and affirmative.” 

“ F urther, it is evident that a notion can be logi- 
cally denied only by a contradiction. For when we 
abstract from the matter of a notion, as Logic does, 
it is impossible to know that one concept excludes 
another, unless the one bo supposed the negation of 
the other. Logically considered, all positive or affir- 
mative notions arc congruent, that is, they can, as 
far as their form is concerned, be all conceived or 
thought together ; but whether in reality they can 
coexist, — that cannot be decided by logical rule.s. 
If, therefore, we would, with logical precision and cer- 
tainty, oppose things, Ave must oppose them not as 
contraries, (.1. B. C.), but as contradictories, (A. — 7io( 
il. B . — not B. C. — not C'.)— Hence it also follows, 
that there is no negation conceivable without the con- 
comitant conception of an affirmation, for we cannot 
deny a thing to exist, without having a notion of the 
existence which is denied.” “ 

There are also certain other relations subsisting be- 
tween notions, compared together in reference to their 
Comprehension. 

f XLIII. Notions, as compared with each other 
in respect of their Comprehension, are further 
distinguished into Intrinsic and Extrinsic. The 
fonner are made up of those attributes which 
are essential, and, consequently, necessary to the 

a Krug, Logik, p. 118-120 . — Ed. 
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object of the notion : the.se attributes, severally lect. 

considered, are called Essentials or Internal De- 1 — 

nominations, (oucrtwSiy, essentiulia, denominati- 
ones internw, intrinsiew), and, conjunctly, the 
Essence (ouaia, essentia). The latter, on the con- 
trary, cou.sist of tho.se attributes which belong to 
the object of the notion only in a contingent 
manner, or by possibility ; and which are, there- 
fore, styled Accidents, or Extrinsic Denomina- 
tions, {crvfJi^e^rjKOTa, accidentia, denominationes 
externcB or extrinsical.)"' 


Having thus given you the distinctions of iiutioiKS, invoiu- 
as founded on their more general relations under the Co or.iin»- 
quantity of Comprehension, I now proceed to con- cepts uniicr 

. 1 , 1 1 ‘ • • t • • Comprehen- 

siuer them under this quantity m their proximate ftiuD,— the«4« 
x’elations ; that is, in the relation of Involution and by 
the relation of Co-ordination. These relations have 


beeii, I may say, altogether neglected by logicians : 
who, in consequence, have necessarily overlooked Hencc 
one of the two great divisions of all reasoning ; for m compfe- 
all our reasoning is either from the whole to the parts overlooked 

1 ^ 1 1 1 • 1 • - by logician*. 

and from the parts to the wliole, in the quantity oi 
e.xtension, or from the whole to the parts and from 
the parts to the whole, in the quantity of comprehen- 
sion. In each quantity there is a deductive, and in 
each quantity there is an inductive, inference ; and if 
the reasoning under cither of these two quantities 
were to be omitted, it ought, perhaps, to have been 
the one which the logicians have exclusively cultivated. 

For the quantity of extension is a creation of the 
mind itself, and only created through, as abstracted 
from, the quantity of comprehension ; whereas the 


a Krug, Logii, § 39 .— Ed. 
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quantity of comprehension is at once given in the 
very nature of things. The former quantity is thus 
secondary and factitious, the latter primary and na- 
tural. 

That logicians should have neglected the process of 
reasoning which is competent between the parts and 
the whole of the quantity of comprehension, is the 
more remarkable, as, after Aristotle, they have in gen- 
eral articulately distinguished the two quantities from 
each other, and, after Aristotle, many of them have 
explicitly enounced the special law on which the logic 
of comprehension proceeds. This principle established, 
but not applied, is expressed in the axiom, — The char- 
acter of the character is the character of the thing ; 
or. The predicate of the predicate is the predicate of 
the subject, {Nota notce est 7iota rei ipsius; Frcedi- 
catum prcBclicati est prwdicatum subjecti). This 
axiom is enounced by Aristotle and its application, 
I have little doubt, was fully understood by him. In 
fact 1 think it even possible to show in detail, that 
his whole analysis of the syllogism has reference to 
both quantities, and that the great abstruseness of his 
Pnor Analytics, the treatise in which he develops the 
general forms of reasoning, arises from this, — that 
he has endeavoured to rise to formulm sufficiently 
general to express at once what was common to both 
kinds ; — an attempt so far beyond the intelligence of 
subsequent logicians, that they have wholly misim- 
derstood and perverted his doctrine. They under- 
stood this doctrine, only as applied to the reasoning 
in extensive quantity ; and in relation to this kind of 
reasoning, they have certainly made palpable and easy 
what in Aristotle is abstract and difficult. But then 

a CaUg., c. iii. — E d. 
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they did not observe that Aristotle's doctrine applies lect. 

to two species, of which they only consider one. It ^ 

was certainly proper to bring down the Aristotelic 
logic from its high abstraction, and to deliver its 
rules in proximate application to each of the two 
several species of reasoning. This would have been 
to fill up the picture of which the Stagirite had given 
the sketch. But by viewing his Analytic as exclu- 
sively relative to the reasoning in extension, though 
they simpbfied the one-half of syllogistic, they alto- 
gether abolished the other. This mistake, — this par- 
tial conception of the science, — is common to aU 
logicians, ancient and modern : for in so far as I am 
aware, no one has observed, that of the quantities of 
comprehension and extension, each affords a reason- 
ing proper to itself ; and no one has noticed that the 
doctrine of Aristotle has reference indifferently to 
both ; although some, 1 know, having perceived in 
general that we do reason under the quantity of com- 
prehension, have on that founded an objection to all 
reasoning under the quantity of extension, that is, to 
the whole science of Logic as at present constituted. 

I have, in some degree, at present spoken of matters 
which properly find their development in the sequel ; 
and I have made this anticipation, in order that you 
should attend particularly to the relation of concepts, 
under the quantity of comprehension, as containing 
and contained, inasmuch as this affords the foundation 
of one, and that not the least important, of the two 
great branches, into which aU reasoning is divided. 

IT XLIV. We have seen that of the two quan- pw.xliv. 
tities of notions each affords a logical Whole and and co-or- 
Parts ; and that, by opposite errors, the one of 
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tliese Las, through over inclusiou, been called the 
logical, whilst the other has, through over exclu- 
sion, been called the metaphysical. Thus, in 
respect of their Comprehension, no less than of 
their Extension, notions stand to each other in a 
relation of Containing and Contained ; and this 
relation, which in the one quantity (extension) 
is styled that of Subordination, may in the other 
(comprehension), for distinction’s sake, be styled 
that of Involution. Co-ordination is a terra which 
may be applied in either quantity.” 

In the quantity of comprehension, one notion 
is involved in another, when it forms a part of 
the sum total of characters, which together con- 
stitute the comprehension of that other; and 
two notions are in this quantity co-ordinated, 
when, whilst neither comprehends the other, both 
are iiumediatcly comprehended in the same lower 
concept. 

From what has been formerly stated, you are aware 
that the quantity of comprehension, belonging to a 
notion, is the complement of characters which it con- 
tains in it ; and that this quantity is at its maximum 
in an individual. Thus tlie notion of the individual 
Socrates, contains in it, besides a multitude of others, 
the characters of So7i of Sophroniscus, Athejiian, 
Greek, European, man, aimnal, organised being, &e. 
Hut these notions, these characters, are not all equally 
proximate and immediate ; some are only given in 
and through others. Thus the character Athenian is 
applicable to Socrates only in and through that of Son 
of Sophroniscus, — the character of Greek, only in and 

o [Cf. Urobi»ch, Logik, §§ 22, 23; Fischer, Logik, | 49.] 
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through that of Athenian, — the character of Europe- 
an, only in and through that of Greek, — and so forth ; 
in other words, Socrates is an Atlienian only as the 
son of Sophroniscus, only a Greek as an Athenian, 
only a European as a Greek, only a man as a Euro- 
pean, only an animal as a man, only an organised 
being as an animal. Those eharacters, therefore, that 
are given in and through others, stand to these others 
in the relation of parts to wholes ; and it is only 
on the principle, — Part of the part is a p>art of the 
whole, — that the remoter parts are the parts of the 
primary whole. Thus, if we know that the individual 
Socrates comprehends the character son of Sophron- 
iscus, and that the charaeter son of Sophroniscus 
comprehends the character Athenian ; we are then 
warranted in saying that ^^ocraies comprehends Athe- 
nian, in other words, that Socrates is an Athenian. 
The example here taken is too simple to show in what 
manner our notions are originally evolved out of the 
more complex into the more simple, and that the pro- 
gress of science is nothing more than a progressive 
unfolding into distinct consciousness of the various 
elements comprehended in the characters, originally 
known to us in their vague or confused totality. 

It is a famous question among philosophers, — 
Whether our knowledge commences with the gen- 
eral or with the individual, — whether children first 
employ common, or first employ proper, names. In 
this controversy, the reasoners have severally proved 
the opposite opinion to be untenable ; but the ques- 
tion is at once solved, by showing that a third opinion 
is the true, — viz., that our knowledge commences 
with the confused and complex, which, as regarded 
in one point of view or in another, may easily be 
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i.ECT. mistaken eitlier for the individual, or for the general. 
The discussion of this problem belongs, however, to 
Psychology, not to Logic. “ It is sufficient to say in 
general, that all objects are presented to us in com- 
plexity ; that we are at first more struck with the 
points of resemblance than with the points of con- 
trast ; that the earliest notions, and, consequently, 
the earliest terms, are those that correspond to this 
synthesis, while the notions and the terms arising from 
an analysis of this synthesis into its parts, are of a 
subsequent formation. But though it be foreign to 
the province of Logic to develop the history of this 
procedure ; yet, as this procedure is natural to the 
human mind. Logic must contain the form by which 
it is regulated. It must not only enable us to reason 
from the simple and general to the complex and in- 
dividual ; it must, likewise, enable us to reverse the 
process, and to reason from the complex and in- 
dividual to the simple and the general. And this it 
does by that relation of notions as containing and 
contained, given in the quantity of comprehension. 
The nature of this reasoning can indeed only be 
shown, when we come to treat of syllogism ; at pre- 
sent, I only request that you will bear in mind the 
relations of Involution and Co-ordination, in which 
notions stand to each other in the whole or quantity 
Id compre- of comprchension. In this quantity the involving 
invouin’g notion or whole is the more complex notion ; the 
more com- ° involved notion or part is the more simple. Thus 
mvoiv.^' pigeon as comprehending bird, bird as comprehend- 
.VmpTe." ing feathered, feathered as comprehending warm- 
blooded, warm-blooded as comprehending heart toith 
four cavities, heart with four cavities as comprehend- 

a Sec Ltcturtt on Mctaphytic*, Lect. xxxri., vol. ii. p. 319-327 . — Ed. 
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ing hreathing by lungs, are severally to each other lect. 

as notions involving and involved. Again, notions, i— 

in the whole of comprehension, are co-ordinated, when co-orfina- 
they stand together as constituting parts of the notion compre- 
in which they are both immediately comprehended. 

Thus the characters oviparous and warm-blooded, 
heart with four cavities, and breathing by lungs, as 
all immediately contributing to make up the compre- 
hension of the notion bird, are, in this respect, sever- 
ally considered as its co-ordinate parts. These char- 
acters are not relative and correlative, — not containing 
and contained. For we have oviparous animals which 
are not warm-blooded, and warm-blooded animals 
which are not oviparous. Again, it is true, I believe, 
that all warm-blooded animals have hearts with four 
cavities (two auricles and two ventricles), and that 
all animals with such hearts breathe by lungs and 
not by gills. But then, in this case, we have no 
right to suppose that the first of these characters 
comprehends the second, and that the second compre- 
hends the third. For we should be equally entitled 
to assert, that all animals breathing by lungs pos- 
sessed hearts of four cavities, and that all animals 
with such hearts are warm-blooded. They are thus 
thought as mutually the conditions of each other; 
and whilst we may not know their reciprocal depend- 
ence, they are, however, conceived by us, as on an 
equal footing of co-ordination. (This at least is true 
of the two attributes heart with four cavities and 
breathing by lungs ; for these must be viewed as co- 
ordinate, but, taken together, they may be viewed 
as jointly necessitating the attribute of warm-blooded, 
and, therefore, may be viewed as comprehending it.) 

On this I give you the following paragraph. 
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^ XLV. Notion.s co-ordinated in tlie whole 
of comprehension, arc, in respect of the discrim- 
inatin" character, different witliout any similar- 
ity. They are thus, pro tanto, absolutely dif- 
ferent ; and, accordingly, in propriet}’^ are called 
Disparate Notions {notiones disparat(p). On the 
other hand, notions co-ordinated in the quantity 
or whole of extension, are, in reference to the 
objects by them discriminated, diflerent (or di- 
verse) ; but, as we have seen, they have always 
a common attribute or attributes in which they 
arc alike. Thus they are only relatively different 
(or diverse) ; and, in logical language, are pro- 
perly called Disjunct or Discrete Notions {no- 
tiones disjunct(P, discretai)^ 

a [Drobisch, Logik, §§ 23, 21. Cf. Fischer, Logik, § 49 el teq l 
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LECTURE XIII. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II. — OP THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

II. APOPHANTIC, OR THE DOCTRINE OF JUDGMENTS. 
JUDGMENTS. — THEIR NATURE AND DIVISIONS. 

Having terminated the Doctrine of Concepts, we now lect. 

proceed to the Doctrine of Judgments. Concepts and ^ 

Judgments, as I originally stated, are not to be viewed 
as the results of different operations, for every concept, 
as the product of some preceding act of Comparison, 
is in fact a judgment fixed and ratified in a sign. But 
in consequence of this acquired permanence, concepts 
afford the great means for all subsequent comparisons 
and judgments, and as this now forms their principal 
relation, it behoved, for convenience, throwing out of 
view their original genealogy, to consider Notions as 
the first product of the Understanding, and as the 
conditions or elements of the second. A concept may 
be viewed as an implicit or undeveloped judgment ; a 
judgment as an explicit or developed concept. But 
we must now descend to articulate statements. 

t XLVI. To Judge {Kptveiv,^ judicare) is toPar. xlvi. 
recognise the relation of congruence or of con- — ’ 

a The verb to judge^ and Greeks — (never by Aristotle) — aa 

still more the substantive, Kplirxr, technical terms of Logic or of Psy* 
judginenty are rarely used by the chology. 

VOL. I. P 
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fliction, in wliicli two concepts, two individual 
things, or a concept and an individual, compared 
together, stand to each other. This recognition, 
considered as an internal consciousness, is called 
a Judgment, (Xoyos dnotftavrtKo^, judicium)-, con- 
sidered as e.vpresscd in language, it is called a 
Proj^osition or Predication, (airo^avcris, irpora- 
o-is,“ iidarqiia, 'propositio, pratdico.tio, pronun- 
ciatum, enunciatio, ejfatum,profatum, axiomaP). 


Expiicm- As a judgment supposes a relation, it necessarily 
ilTm^roT implies a plurality of thoughts, but conversely a plu- 
rality of thoughts does not necessarily imply a judg- 
ment. The thoughts whose succession is determined 
by the mere laws of Association, are, though manifested 
in plurality, in relation, and, consequently, in connec- 
tion, not, however, so related and so connected as 
to constitute a judgment. The thoughts water, iron, 
and rusting, may follow each other in the mental 
train ; they may even be viewed together in a simul- 
taneous act of consciousness, and this without our 
considering them in an act of Comparison, and with- 
out, therefore, conjoining or disjoining them in an act 
of judgment But when two or more thoughts are 
given in consciousness, there is in general an endeavour 
on our part to discover in them, and to develop, a 
relation of congruence or of confliction ; that is, we 
endeavour to find out whether these thoughts will or 
will not coincide, — may or may not be blended into 


a [Aristotle uses the term rp6ra(ris 
merely for the premise of a syllogism, 
especially the major (he has no other 
word for premise) ; whereas iw6^y- 
<rtt he employs always for an ennn- 
oiation considered not as merely syl- 
logistic. See Ammonius, Tn Vt In- 


terpret, f. 4 a. Gr. p. 4. Lat. ; Fac- 
ciolati, Ewlimmta Lcgica, P. ii. c. 
i. p. 69; Waits, Commeniariut in 
Organon, I. p. 368 ; Organon Pacii, 
M>. 92, 127, 240 a teq., 416, 417.] 

0 By Stoics and Ramists. 
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one. If they coincide, we judge, W'e enounce, their lect. 
congruence or compatibility ; if they do not coincide, 
we judge, we enounce, their confliction or incompa- 
tibility. Thus, if we compare the thoughts, — water, 
iron, and rusting, — find them congruent, and connect 
them into a single thought, thus — water rusts iron — 
in that case we form a Judgment.® 

But if two notions be judged congruent, in other condiUon 
words, be conceived as one, this their unity can only notioni arc 
be realised in consciousness, inasmuch as one of these 
notions is viewed as an attribute or determination of 
the other. For, on the one hand, it is impossible for 
us to think as one two attributes, that is, two things 
viewed as determining, and yet neither of them deter- 
mining or qualifying the other; nor, on the other 
hand, two subjects, that is, two things thought as 
’.determined, and yet neither of them determined or 
-qualified by the other. For example, we cannot 
think the two attributes electrical and polar as a 
single notion, unless we convert the one of these attri- 
butes into a subject to be determined or qualified by 
the other; but if we do, — if we say, what is electrical 
As polar, we at once reduce the duality to unity, we 
judge that polar is one of the constituent characters 
of the notion electrical, or that what is electrical is 
contained under the class of things marked out by the 
common character of polarity. In like manner, we 
cannot think the two subjects iron and mineral as a 
single notion, unless we convert the one of these sub- 
jects into an attribute by which the other is deter- 
mined or qualified ; but if we do, — if we say iron is 
a mineral, we again reduce the duality to unity, we 
judge that one of the attributes of the subject iron is, 

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 61, Anin. i. p. 149-160. 
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LECT. that it is a mineral, or that iron is contained under 
the class of things marked out by the common char- 
' acter of mineral. 

A judgment From what has now been said, it is evident that a 
judgment must contain and express three notions, 
notions which, howcvcr, as mutually relative, constitute an 
indivisible act of thought. It must contain, 1°, The 
notion of something to be determined ; 2°, The notion 
of something by which another is determined ; and, 
3°, A notion of the relation of determination between 
the two. This will prepare you to understand the 
following paragraph. 


Par. XLVii. II XLVII. That which, in the act of Judging, 

we think as the determined or qualified notion, is 
and Copula. technically called the Subject, {{moKeifjiei/ov, sub- 
jectum) ; that which we think as the determining 
or qualifying notion, the Predicate, {KaTTjyopovfie- 
vov, 'prcedicatum) ; and the relation of determina- 
tion, recognised as subsisting between the subject 
and the predicate, is called the Copula. With 
Aristotle, the predicate includes the copula;® and, 
from a hint by him, the latter has, by subsequent 
Greek logicians, been styled the Appredicate, 
{TrpoaKarriyopovfievov, appradicatum).^ The 
Subject and Predicate of a proposition together 
arc, after Aristotle, called its Terms ot Extremes,'’^ 


a See De Interp . , c. 3, where the 
^Tipa, or verb, includes the predicate 
and copula united. — E d. 

/8 See Jh InUrpntaiione, c, 10, 
§ 4 ; ‘Oror 81 t8 fart rptroy apoa- 
Kartiyopifrm, — an expression to which 
may be traced the scholastic dis- 
tinction between tecundi and Urtii 
at^acentia. For the term rpocKarri- 


yopoi/itror to denote the predicate of 
a proposition, see Anunonius on Dt 
Interp., p. 110 b, ed. Aid., Venetiis, 
1546. See below, p. 230. — Ed. 
[For the origin of this distinction 
see Blemmidas (after Aristotle), 
Loffica, p. 186.] 

y Anal, Prior., I. 1, 4. — Ed. 


Digitized by Goo 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


229 


(ppoL, aKpa, irepara, termini) ; as a proposition lect. 

is by him sometimes called an Interval^ (8ta- 1- 

cm;fta),“ being, as it were, a line stretched out 
between the extremes or terms. We may, there- 
fore, articulately define a judgment or proposi- 
tion to be the product of that act in which we 
pronounce, that of two notions thought as sub- 
ject and as predicate, the one does or does not 
constitute a part of the other, either in the 
quantity of Extension, or in the quantity of 
Comprehension. 

Thus in the proposition, iron is magnetic^ we have illustration. 
iron for the Subject, magnetic for the Predicate, and 
the substantive verb is for the Copula. In regard to 
this last, it is necessary to say a few words. “ It is 
not always the case, that in propositions the copula is 
expressed by the substantive verb is or est^ and that 
the copula and predicate stand as distinct words. In 
adjective verbs the copula and predicate coalesce, as 
in the proposition, the sun shines^ sol lucet^ which is 
equivalent to the sun is shining^ sol est lucens. In 
existential propositions, that is, those in which mere 
existence is predicated, the same holds good. For 
when I say I am. Ego sum, the am or sum has here a 
far higher and more emphatic import than that of the 
mere copula or link of connection. For it expresses, 

/ am existent, Ego sum existens. It might seem 
that, in negative propositions, when the copula is 
affected by the negative particle, it is converted into 
a non-copula. But if we take the word copula in a 
wider meaning, for that through which the subject 
and predicate are connected in a mutual relation, it 

a Anal, Prior., I. 15, 16,25. — Ed, 
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LECT. will apply not only to affirmative but to negative, not 

1_ only to categorical but to hypothetical and disjunc- 

Propoti- tive, propositions.” “ I may notice that propositions 
™rd'’A.i- with the subject, predicate, and copula, all three arti- 
culately expressed, have been called by the school- 
men those of the thh'd adjacent, {propositiones tcrtii 
adjacentis, or tej’tii adjecti), inasmuch as they mani- 
festly contain three parts. This is a barbarous ex- 
pression for what the Greeks, after Aristotle, called 
TTpoTcicrets t/c rpirov {ecm) Karrjyopovpevov. For the 
same reason, propositions with the copula and pre- 
dicate in one were called those of the second ad- 
jacent.^ 

Con»pi» “ ^Vhat has now been said will enable you to per- 
mcntt- ceive how far concepts and judgments coincide, and 
they coin* how far they differ. On the one hand, they coincide; 
differ”' in the following respects : — In the first place, the 
concept and the judgment are both products; the*- 
one the product of a remote, the other the product of 
an immediate, act of comparison. In the second place, 
in both, an object is determined by a character or. 
attribute. Finally, in the third place, in both, things . 
relatively different in existence are reduced to a rela- - 
tive identity in the unity of thought. On the other 
hand, they differ in the following respects : — In the 
first place, the determination of an object by an attri- 
bute is far more express in the judgment than in the 
concept ; for in the one it is developed, in the other 
only implied. In the second place, in the concept the 
unity of thought is founded only on a similarity of 
quality; in the judgment, on the other hand, it is 

a Krug, Logik, § 62, Amn. ii. p. p. 74; Crakanthorpe, Logica, pp. 
153-154. — Ed. [Compare Bach- icO, 167.] 

maun, Logik, p. 127; Schulze, Zojii, S See above, p. 228, note 0. — Ed. 
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founded on a similarity of relation. For in the lect. 

notion, an object and its characters can only be con- 1- 

ceived as one, inasmuch as they are congruent and 
not conflictive, for thus only can they be united into 
one total concept. But in the judgment, as a subject 
and predicate are not necessarily thought under a 
similarity of quality, the judgment can comprehend 
not only congruent, but likewise conflictive, and even 
contradictory, notions; for two concepts which are 
compared together can be recognised as standing in 
the relation either of congruence or of repugnance. 

Such is the sameness, and such is the diversity, of 
concept and judgment.” “ 

We have thus seen that a judgment or proposition 
consists of three parts or correlative notions, — the 
notion of a subject, the notion of a predicate, and the 
notion of the mutual relation of these as determined 
and determining. 

Judgments may, I think, be primarily divided injodpnenu, 
two ways, — the divisions being determined by thediria^ 
general dependencies in which their component parts 
stand to each other, — and the classes afforded by these 
divisions, when again considered, without distinction, 
in the difierent points of view given by Quantity, 

Quality, and Eelation, wiQ exhaust all the possible 

forms in which judgments are manifested. 

H XLVIII. The first great distinction of Judg- p«-. xLvm. 
ments is taken from the relation of Subject and 
Predicate, as reciprocally whole and part. If the — Compre- 
Subject or determined notion be .viewed as the 
containing. whole, we have an Intensive or Com- 
prehensive proposition ; if the Predicate or de- 

a Esser, LoffHe, { 66, p. 111. 
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tion, — this 
distinction 
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and Ehcten- 
sion of Con 
cepts. 


termining notion be viewed as the containing 
whole, we have an Extensive proposition. 

This distinction of propositions is founded on the 
distinction of the two quantities of concepts, — their 
Comprehension and their Extension. The relation of 
subject and predicate is contained within that of 
whole and pai*t, for we can always view either the 
determining or the determined notion as the whole 
which contains the other. The whole, however, which 
the subject constitutes, and the whole which the pre- 
dicate constitutes, are different, being severally de- 
termined by the opposite quantities of comprehension 
and of extension ; and as subject and predicate neces- 
sarily stand to each other in the relation of these 
inverse quantities, it is manifestly a matter of indiffer- 
ence, in so far as the meaning is concerned, whether 
we view the subject as the whole of comprehension, 
which contains the predicate, or the predicate as the 
whole of extension, which contains the subject. In 
point of fact, in single propositions it is rarely appar- 
ent which of the two wholes is meant ; for the copula 
is, est, &c., equally denotes the one form of the relation 
as the other. Thus, in the proposition man is two- 
legged, — the copula here is convertible with compre- 
hends or contains in it, for the - proposition means 
man contains in it two-legged, that is, the subject 
man, as an intensive whole or complex notion, com- 
prehends as a part the predicate two-legged. Again, 
in the proposition man is a biped, the copula corre- 
sponds to contained under, for this proposition is 
tantamount to, man is contained under biped, that 
is, the predicate biped, as an extensive whole or class, 
contains under it as a part the subject man. But, in 
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point of fact, neither of the two propositions unam- lect. 

biguously shows whether it is to be viewed as of an — 

intensive or of an extensive purport ; nor in a single 
proposition is this of any moment. All that can be 
said is, that the one form of expression is better 
accommodated to express the one kind of proposition, 
the other better accommodated to express the other. 

It is only when propositions are connected into syllo- 
gism, that it becomes evident whether the subject or 
the predicate be the whole in or under which the 
other is contained ; and it is only as thus constituting 
two different, two contrasted, forms of reasoning, — 
forms the most general, as under each of these every 
other is included, — that the distinction becomes neces- 
sary in regard to concepts and propositions. The dis- 
tinction of propositions into Extensive and Intensive, 
it is needless to say, is, therefore, likewise the most 
general ; and, accordingly, it is only in subordination 
to this distinction that the other distinctions, of which 
we are about to treat, are valid. 

I now proceed to the second division of Judgments, 
and commence with the following paragraph. 

H XLIX. The second division of Judgments P»r.XLix. 

1*1^1 Second 

is founded on the different mode in which the re- division of 

, Jadgraents, 

lation of determination may subsist between the -Categon- 
subject and predicate of a proposition. This re- dHionaj,— 
lation is either Simple or Conditional, (propositio of which 

, * , , . X.* X lubdiTided 

simplex, propositio conditionalis). On the former into ^po- 
altemative, the proposition is called Categorical;'^ Dijiu^Jiro, 
on the latter, inasmuch as the condition lies either maiic. 

a [C.tegorical had better be called as by Mooenicns, who has also Abso- 
Ab$oltUe, as is done by Gassendi, lute. See Contemplatioiies Perijxile- 
Logica, p. 287, ed. Oxon.; or Perfect, tica, ii. c. 2, p. 39 el aey.] 
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LECT. in the subject, or in the predicate, or in both the 
subject and predicate, there are three species of 
> proposition. In the first case, the proposition is 
Hypothetical, in the second. Disjunctive, in the 
third, Dilemmatic or Hypothetico-disjunctive.'^ 

Explic»- I shall consider these in their order ; and, first, of 
Catcgoricftl Categorical propositions. But here it is proper, be- 
The term fore proceeding to expound what is designated by the 
Caugm-Kai. catcgorical, to commcnce with an explanation of 
the term itself. This word, as far as is now known, 
was first employed by Aristotle in a logical signifi- 
cation. I have already explained the meaning of 
the term categony but you are not to suppose that 
categorical has any reference to the ten siiinma 
genera of the Stagirite. By Aristotle the term Karej- 
yopiKos is frequently employed, more especially in the 
books of the Prior Analytics, — and in these books 
alone it occurs, if I am correct in my estimate, eighty- 
iti tignifi. seven times. Now you will observe, that in no single 

CfttioD u , . • * • • 

a.^1 by instance is this word applied by Aristotle except in 

Aristotle. . . j ^ . 

one unambiguous signification, that is, the signification 
of affii'mative ; and it is thus by him used as a term 
convertible with KaTa(f>aTiK6% and as opposed to the two 
synonyms of negation he indificrently employs, — dvo- 
<j>aTi,Kos and arefyrynKos.^ Such is the meaning of the 
It. moaning word in AristotcHc usage. Now you will observe, that 
ingiof his it obtained a totally different meaning in the writings 
diicipic. disciples. This new meaning it probably ob- 

tained from Theophrastus, the immediate disciple of 
Aristotle, for by him and Eudemus we know that it 

a Cf. Krug, Loffik, | 67. — Ed. $ See above, p. 197. — Ed. 

[Mocenicua, loc. cit.; Schulze, y Compare IHicussiont, p. 152. — 

§1 46, 62, 60-09.] Ed. 
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was so employed ; — and in this new meaning it was lect. 

exclusively applied by all the Greek and Latin expo- — 

sitors of the Peripatetic philosophy, in fact, by all 
subsequent logicians without exception. In this 
second signification, the term categorical, as applied 
to a proposition, denotes a judgment in which the 
predicate is simply affirmed or denied of the subject, 
and in contradistinction to those propositions which 
have been caXLcdi hypothetical and disjunctive. In this 
change of signification there is nothing very remark- 
able. But it is a singular circumstance that, though Thi. .liffcr. 
the Aristotclic employment of the word be in every nilic&tion 

. . 1 . . 1 1 1 1 hitherto 

instance altogether clear and unambiguous, no one, obeerved. 
either in ancient or in modem times, should ever have 
made the observation, that the word was used in two 
difierent meanings ; and that in the one meaning it 
was used exclusively by Aristotle, and in the other 
exclusively by all other logicians. I find, indeed, that 
the Greek commentators on the Organon do, in refer- 
ence to particular passages, sometimes state that Kwrg- 
yopiKos is there used by Aristotle in the signification 
of affirmative; but, in so far as I have been able to 
ascertain, no one has made the general observation, 
that the word was never applied by Aristotle in the 
sense in which alone it was understood by all other 
logical writers. So much for the meaning of the 
term categorical; as now employed for simple or 
absolute, and as opposed to conditional, it is used 
in a sense different from its original and Aristotclic 
meaning. 

In regard to the nature of a Categorical Judgment N.tureof» 
itself, it is necessary to say almost nothing. For, as 
this judgment is that in which the two terms stand 
to each other simply in that relation which every 
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judgment implies, to the exclusion of all extrinsic 
conditions, it is evident, that what we have already 
said of the essential nature of judgment in general, 
affords all that can be said of categorical judgments 
in particular. A categorical proposition is expressed 
in the formulae, A is B, A is not B. I proceed, 
therefore, to the genus of propositions as opposed 
to categorical, — viz., the Conditional, — Conditioned. 
This genus, as stated in the paragraph, comprises 
two species, according as the condition lies more 
proximately in the subject, or in the predicate; to 
which is to be added, either as a third species, or 
as a compound of these two, those propositions in 
which there is a twofold condition, — the oue belonging 
to the subject, the other to the predicate. The first 
of these, as stated, forms the class of Hypothetical, 
the second that of Disjunctive, the third that of Dilem- 
matic, propositions. I may notice, by the way, that 
there is a good deal of variation in the language of 
logicians in regard to the terms Conditional and 
Hypothetical. You are aware that conditionalis, in 
Latin, is commonly applied as a translation of vtto- 
deTLKo^ in Greek ; and by Boethius, who was the first 
among the Latins who elaborated the logical doctrine 
of hypothetical, the two terms are used convertibly 
with each other.® By many of the schoolmen, how- 
ever, the term hypothetical {liypotheticm') was used to 
denote the genus, and the term conditional^ to denote 
the species, and from them this nomenclature has 
passed into many of the more modern compends of 
logic, — and, among others, into those of Aldrich and 
Whately. This latter usage is wrong. If either 

a Compare DUcuseioM, p. 1150. Syllog-iiino Ilypothctico, L. i.— E d. 
For Boethius, see his treatise Dc 
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term is to be used in subordination to tbe other, con- lect. 

ditional, as the more extensive term, ought to be ^ 

applied to designate the genus ; and so it has accord- 
ingly been employed by the best logicians. But to 
pass from words to things. 

I said that Hypothetical propositions are those in l Hy^o- 
which the condition qualifying the relation between 
the subject and predicate lies proximately in the 
subject. In the proposition, B is A, the subject B is 
unconditionally thought to exist, and it thus consti- 
tutes a categorical proposition. But if we think the 
subject B existing only conditionally, and under this 
conditional existence enunciate the judgment, we shall 
have the hypothetical proposition. If B is, A is , — 
or, in a concrete example , — Rainy weather is wet 
weather, is a categorical proposition — If it rains, it 
loill he wet, is an hypothetical. In an hypothetical 
proposition the objects thought stand in such a mutual 
relation, that the one can only be thought in so far 
as the other is thought ; in other words, if we think 
the one, we must necessarily think the other. They 
thus stand in the relation of Reason and Consequent 
For a reason is that which, being aflBrmed, necessarily 
entails the affirmation of something else ; a con- 
sequent is that which is only affirmed, inasmuch as 
something previous is affirmed. The relation between 
reason and consequent is necessary. For a reason 
followed by nothing, would not be the reason of any- 
thing, and a consequent which did not proceed from 
a reason, would not be the consequent of anything. 

An hypothetical proposition must, therefore, contain 
a reason and its consequent, and it thus presents the 
appearance of two members or clauses. The first 
clause, — that which contains the reason, — is called the 
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Antecedent, also the Reason, the Condition, or the Hy- 
pothesis, (hypothesis, conditio, ratio, antecedens, — i.e., 
membrum Bwe propositio) ; the second, which contains 
the consequent necessitated by this ground, is called 
the Co7ise(juent, also the Thesis, (consequens, thesis, ra- 
tionaium, conditionatum). The relation between the 
two clauses is called the Consequence, (consequentia) , 
and is expressed by the particles if on the one hand, 
and then, so, therefore, &e., on the other, which are, 
therefore, called the Consecutive particles, (particulce 
consecutivee).'^ These are frequently, however, not 
formally expressed. 

“ This consequence (if is — then is) is the copula in 
hypothetical propositions ; for through it the concepts 
" are brought together, so as to make up, in conscious- 
ness, but a single act of thought ; consequently, in it 
Lies that synthesis, that connection, which constitutes 
the hypothetical judgment. Although, therefore, an 
hypothetical judgment appear double, and may be cut 
into two dilferent judgments, it is nevertheless not a 
composite judgment. For it is realised through a 
simple act of thought, in which if and then, the ante- 
cedent and the consequent, are thought at once and 
as inseparable. The proposition if B is, then A is, is 
tantamoimt to the proposition, A is through B. But 
this is as simple an act as if we categorically judged 
B is A, that is, B is lender A. Of these two, neither 
the one, — If the sun shines, nor the other, — then it is 
day, — if thought apart from the other, will constitute 
a judgment, but only the two in conjunction. But 
if we think, — The sun shines, and it is day, each by 
itself, then the whole connection between the two 
thoughts is abolished, and we have nothing more than 

a Krag, ZoffU', g 57, Anm. 2, p. 169 . — Ed. 
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two isolated categorical judgments. The relatives if lect. 

and then, in which the logical synthesis lies, constitute 1- 

thus an act one and indivisible. 

“For the same reason, an Hypothetical judgment Not con- 

’ ’'“rtil'lo into 

cannot be converted mto a Categorical. For the »^at«gori- 
thought, A is through B, is wholly dififerent from the 
thought, A is in B. The judgment, — If God is 
righteous, then mil the wicked he punished, and the 
judgment, — A righteous God punishes the wicked, are 
very different, although the matter of thought is the 
same. In the former judgment, the punishment of 
the wicked is viewed as a consequent of the righteous- 
ness of God ; whereas the latter considers it as an at- 
tribute of a righteous God. But as the consequent is 
regarded as something dependent from, — the attribute, 
on the contrary, as something inhering in, it is from 
two wholly different points of view that the two judg- 
ments are formed. The hypothetical judgment, there- 
fore, A is through B, is essentially different from the 
categorical judgment, A is in B ; and the two judg- 
ments are regulated by different fundamental laws. 

For the Categorical judgment, as expressive of the 
relation of subject and attribute, is determined by the 
laws of Identity and Contradiction ; the Hypothetical, 
as expressive of the relation of Reason and Conse- 
quent, is regulated by the principle of that name.” “ 

So much for Hypotheticals. 

“Disjunctive judgments are those in which the 2 . nujunc- 
condition qualifying the relation between the subject 
and predicate, lies proximately in the predicate, as in 
the proposition, D is either B, or C, or A In this class 

a Krng, Logik, § 57, p- 168, Anm. {contequenlia.) Hence the Ic^cel 
2 . — Ed. [Hypotheticsiatake account rule, Propodtio Conditicnaiia nikil 
not of the correctneM of the two ponii in e*st. Chriatian Weiaa, ZeAr- 
clauaea, but only of their connection, iucA der LogOc, p. 109, ed. 1801.] 
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of judgments a certain plurality of attributes is predi- 
cated of the subject, but in such a manner that this 
plurality is not predicated conjunctly, but it is only 
judged that, under conditions, some one, and only 
some one, of this bundle of attributes appertains to 
the subject. When I say that Men are eithei' Black, 
or White, or Tawny, — in this proposition, none of 
these three predicates is unconditionally aflSrmed; but 
it is only assumed that one or other may be affirmed, 
and that, any one being so affirmed, the others must, 
eo ipso, be denied. The attributes thus disjunetively 
prcdicable of the subjeet, constitute together a certain 
sphere or whole of extension; and as the attributes 
mutually exclude each other, they may be regarded 
as reciprocally reason and consequent. A disjunctive 
proposition has two forms, according as it is regulated 
by a contradictory, or by a contrary, opposition. A 
is either B or not B, — This mineral is either a metal 
or not, — are examples of the former ; A is either B, 
or C, or D, — This mineral is either lead, or tin, or 
zinc, — are examples of the latter. The opposite attri- 
butes or characters in a disjunctive proposition are 
called the Distinct Members {membra diyuncta) ; and 
their relation to each other is called the D inunction, 
{diyunctio), which in English is expressed by the rela- 
tive particles either, or, {aut, vel), in consequence of 
which these words constitute the disjunctive particles, 
{particulcB di^unctivw). In propositions of this class 
the copula is formed by either is, — or is, for hereby 
the concepts are brought together so as to constitute 
a single object of consciousness, and thus a synthesis 
or imion of notions is effected. 

“ Now, although in consequence of the multiplicity 
of its predicates, a disjunctive proposition may be 
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resolved into a plurality of judgments, still it is not lect. 
on that account a complex Or composite judgment. 

For it is realised by one simple energy of thought, in 
which the two relatives, — the either and the or, — are "mb 
thought together as inseparable, and as binding 
the opposite predicates into a single sphere. In con- 
sequence of this, a disjunctive proposition cannot be 
converted into a categorical. For in a categorical 
judgment a single predicate is simply affirmed or de- 
nied of a subject ; whereas in a disjunctive judgment 
there is neither affirmation nor negation, but the op- 
position of certain attributes in relation to a certain 
subject constitutes the thought. Howbeit, therefore, 
that a disjunctive and a categorical judgment may 
have^a certain resemblance in respect of their object- 
matter ; still in each the form of thought is wholly 
different, and the disjunctive judgment is, conse- 
quently, one essentially different from the cate- 
gorical.”* 

Dilemmatic propositions are those in which a condi- 8. oiiem 
tion is foimd both in the subject and in the predicate, 
and, as thus a combination of an hypothetical form 
and of a disjunctive form, they may also appropriately 
be denominated Hypothetico-di^unctive. If X is A, 
it is either B or C — If an action be prohibited, it is 
prohibited either by natural or by positive law — If a 
cognition be a cognition of fact, it is given either 
through an act of external perception or through an 
act of self-consciousness. In such propositions, it is 
not necessary that the disjunct predicates should be 
limited to two ; and besides what are strictly called 
dilemmatic judgments, we may have others that would 
properly obtain the names of trilemmatic, tetralem- 

a Krug, logii, pp. 170, 171. Compare Kant, Loffii, § 29. — Ed. 

VOL. I. Q 
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LECT. matic, jyolylemmaiic, &c. But in reference to proposi- 
tions, as in reference to syllogisms, dilemma is a word 
used not merely to denote the cases where there are 
only two disjunct members, but is, likewise, extended 
to any plurality of opposing predicates. There re- 
mains here, however, always an ambiguity ; and per- 
haps, on that account, the term hypothetico-disjunctive 
might with propriety be substituted for dilemmatic. 
A i>iicra- A proposition of this class, though bearing both an 
hypothetical and a disjunctive form, cannot, however, 
not reJu- be analysed into an hypothetical and a disjunctive 
piu^ujr* judgment. It constitutes as indivisible a unity of 
t'al propoei- thought as either of these ; and can as little as these 
be reduced without distinction to a plurality of cate- 
gorical propositions. 

Every form of Judgments w’hich we have hitherto 
considered, has its corresponding form of Syllogism ; 
and it is os constituting the foundations of different 
kinds of reasoning, that the consideration of these 
different kinds of propositions is of principal import- 
jodpiieut* ance. These various kinds of propositions may, how- 
i^reftro«« ever, be considered in the different points of view of 
toQuantiiy. Quality, and Relation. And first of Quan- 

tity ; in reference to which I give you the following 
paragraph. 

^ L. The Quantity of Judgments has refer- 
ence to the w'hole of Extension, to the number 
of the objects concerning which we judge. On 
this I shall state articulately, 1°, The doctrine of 
the Logicians ; and, 2°, The doctrine which I con- 
ceive to be the more correct. 

1°. (The doctrine of the Logicians.) The 
common doctrine, which, in essentials, dates from 


Par. L. 
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Aristotle,® divides Propositions according to their 
Quantity into four classes ; viz., (A), the Universal 
or General (pr, universaleSygeneraleSyirpordo-ei^ ai 
KaSoXov) ; (B), the Particular (pr. particulareSy 
TTpordaei^ pepiKaiy ai iv pepei) ; (C), the Indivi- 
dual or Singular (pr. individualeSy singulareSy 
expositoi'icBy TTpordaeLfi ai Kaff c/caorop, ra ctro/ia) ; 
(D), the Indefinite (pr. imprcefinitCBy indefinitaiy 
TrpoTao'ct? dhiopioToiy aTT/Doo-SioptoTot). They 
mean by universal propositionSy those in which 
the subject is taken in its whole extension ; 
by particular propositioTiSy those in which the 
subject is taken in a part, indefinitely, of its 
extension ; by individual pi'opositionSy tliose 
in which the subject is at a minimum of ex- 
tension ; by indefinite propositionSy those in 
which the subject is not articulately or overtly 
declared to be either universal, particular, or 
individual. 

2°. (The doctrine I prefer.) This division ap- 
pears to me untenable, and I divide Proposi- 
tions according to their Quantity in the follow- 
ing manner: — In this respect their differences 
arise either (A), as in Judgments, from the 
necessary condition of the Internal Thought ; 
or (B), as in Propositions, merely from the 
accidental circumstances of its External Expres- 
sion. 

Under the former head (A), Judgments are 
either (a) of Determinate or Definite Quantity, 
according as their sphere is circumscribed, or (b) 
of Quantity Indeterminate or Indefinite, accord- 
ing as their sphere is uncircumscribed. — Again, 

a De Inlerp.y c. 7 ; Anal. Prior. y i. 1 . — Ed. 
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Judgments of a Detenninate Quantity (a) are 
either (1) of a Whole Undivided, in which case 
they constitute a Universal or General Propo- 
sition; or (2) of a Unit Indivisible, in which 
case they constitute an Individual or Singular 
Proposition. — A Judgment of an Indeterminate 
Quantity (b) constitutes a Particular Propo- 
sition. 

Under the latter head (B), Propositions have 
either, as propositions, their quantity (determi- 
nate or indeterminate) marked out by a verbal 
sign, or they have not ; such quantity being 
involved in every actual thought. They may be 
called in the one case (a) Predesignate ; in the 
other (b) Preindesignate. 

Again, the common doctrine, remounting also 
to Aristotle,” takes into view only the Subject, 
and regulates the quantity of the proposition 
exclusively by the quantity of that term. The 
Predicate, indeed, Aristotle and the logicians 
do not allow to be affected by quantity; at 
least they hold it to be always Particular in 
an Affirmative, and Universal in a Negative, 
Proposition. 

■ This doctrine I hold to be the result of an in- 
complete analysis ; and I hope to show you that 
the confusion and multiplicity of which our pre- 
sent Logic is the complement, is mainly the con- 
sequence of an attempt at synthesis, before the 
ultimate elements had been fairly reached by a 
searching analysis, and of a neglect, in this 
instance, of the fundamental postulate of the 
science. 

a De InUrp.f c. 7 . — Ed. 
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g J their Quantity Expressed- Predesignate. 

(Verbal) Propositions | j, 

I their (Quantity Not Expressed— Preindesignate. a 


Universal Judgments are those in which the whole 
number of objects within a sphere or class are judged 
of, — as All men are mortal, or Every man is mortal; 
the all in the one case defining the whole collectively, 
the every in the other defining it discretively. In 
such judgments the notion of a determinate whole- 
ness or totality, in the form of omnitude or allness, is 
involved. 

Individual Judgments are those in whieli, in like 
manner, the whole of a certain sphere is judged of, 
but in which sphere there is found only a single 
object, or coUection of single objects, — as Caiiline is 
ambitious, — The ttoelve apostles were inspired. In 
such judgments the notion of determinate whole- 


a Vide Th. et. Am. apnd Am. 
In de InL, 8vo, ff. 72, 111-113. 
[In the first of these passages Am- 
monins, proceeding on a merely 
arithmetical calculation, enume- 
rates sixteen varieties of the Pro- 
positinn, any one of four quanti- 
ties in the subject [all — not all, 
none— not none or eome) being cap- 
able of combination with any one 
of four quantitks in the predicate. 


But of these some are but verbal 
varieties of the same judgment, 
and others are excluded on material 
grounds, so that bis division finally 
coincides with Aristotle’s. In the 
second passage Theophrmstns is 
cited in illustration of a very ob- 
scure statemmit concerning the 
opposition of indesignate proposi- 
tions. — E d.] 


LECT. 

XIII. 


Explica- 

tion. 

Univena] 

Judgments. 


Sin^Tsr or 
Individual 
J udcmeuts, 

— what. 


Digitized by Google 



246 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. ness or totality in the form of oneness, indivisible 
unity, is involved.® 

Particular Particular Judgments are those in which, among 
the objects within a certain sphere or class, we judge 
concerning some indefinite number less than the whole, 
— as Some men are virtuous — Many boys are courage- 
ous — Most women are compassionate; the indefinite 
plurality, within the totality, being here denoted by 
Words the words some, many, most. There are certain words 
to mark out which serve to mark out the quantity in the case 
of Universal, Individual, and Particular propositions, 
and Parti- The words which designate universality are all, the 
positiont. whole of, every, both, each, none, no one, neither, altcays, 
everywhere, &c. The words which mark out particu- 
larity are some, not all, one, ttvo, three, &c., sometimes, 
somewhere, &c. There are also terms which, though 
they do not reach to an universal whole, approximate 
to it, as many, most, almost all, the greatest part, &c., 
few, vei'y few, hardly any, &c., which, in the common 
employment of language, and in reference to merely 
probable matter, may be viewed as almost tantamount 
to marks of universality. 

Distinction By logieians in general it is stated, that in a logical 
an<l Indivi* relation, an Individual is convertible with an Universal 
PwticS proposition ; as in both something is predicated of a 
judgmenu. ^nd neither admits of any exception. 

Rut a Particular Judgment, likewise, predicates some- 
thing of a whole subject, and admits of no exception ; 
for it embraces all that is viewed as the subject, and 
excludes all that is viewed as not belonging to it. 
The whole distinction consists in this, — that, in Uni- 


a/n4!viduum(proprium)aiffruUum, gum. The former ' of each, and the 
and individuum mgum. So particu- latter of each, eorreeponding. — Me- 
tare ngnatum, and parliculare va- moranda. 
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versal and in Individual Judgments, the number of lect. 

the objects judged of is thought by us as definite ; ^ 

whereas, in Particular Judgments, the number of such 
objects is thought by us as indefinite. That Indivi- 
dual Judgments do not correspond to Univei’sal Judg- 
ments, merely in virtue of the oneness of their subject, 
is shown by this, — that, if the individual be rendered 
indefinite, the judgment at once as.sumes the character 
of particularity. For example, the propositions, — A 
German invented the art of printing, — An Englishman 
generalised the law of gravitation, — are to be viewed as 
particular propositions. But, if we substitute for the 
indefinite expressions a German and an Englishman, 
the definite expressions Fust and Newton, the judg- 
ment obtains the form of an universal. 

With regard to quantity, it is to be observed, say c»t«goriaii 
the logicians, that Categorical J udgments are those ion^«" 
alone which admit of all the forms. “ Hypothetical 
and Disjunctive propositions are always universal. mit of all 
For in hypotheticals, by the position of a reason, there 
is posited every consequent of that reason ; and in 
di.sjunctives the sphere or extension of the subject is 
so defined, that the disjunct attributes are predicated 
of the whole sphere. It may, indeed, sometimes seem 
as if in such propositions something were said of 
some, and, consequently, that the judgment is par- 
ticular or indefinite. For example, as an ’hypo- 
thetical, — If some men are learned, then others are 
unlearned; as a disjunctive, — Thoie men who are 
leaimed are either philosophers or not. But it is 
easily seen that these judgments are essentially of a 
general character. In the first judgment, the real 
consequent is, — then all others are unlearned; and 
in the second, the true subject is, — all learned men. 
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for this is involved in the expression — Those men 
who are learned, &c.” “ 

Such is the doctrine of the Logicians. This I cannot 
but hold to be erroneous ; for we can easily construct 
propositions, whether hypothetical or disjunctive, which 
cannot be construed either as universal or singular. 
For example, when we say, hypothetically, — If some 
Dodo is, then some animal is; or, disjunctively, — 
Some men are either rogues or fools : — in either case, 
the proposition is indefinite or particular, and no inge- 
nuity can show a plausible reason why it should be 
viewed as definite, — as general or individual. 

a Krug, Logil, { 67, Anm. 4 , p. mehun Logik, L { 122 ; Schulze, Lo- 
171 ft ffq. — Ed. [Cf. HoITlMtner, g 60. Contra: — ’Egser, Logik, % 
An/angtgrUndf der Logik, %2iS; Sig- 92, p. 177.— See below, pp. 333, 
wart, Logik, g 164 et ttq., ed. 1835 ; 334, note o. — En-1 

Kiescwetter, Grundriat finer allge- 
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LECTURE XIV. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

II. — APOPHANTIC. 

JUDGMENTS — THEIR QUAUTY, OPPOSITION, AND CONVERSION. 

The first part of our last Lecture was occupied with 

the doctrine of Judgments, considered as divided into ^ — 

Simple and Conditional ; Simple being exclusively 
Categorical, Conditional, either Hypothetical, Disjunc- 
tive, or Hypothetico-disjunctive. We then proceeded 
to treat of the Quantity of propositions, and, in this 
respect, I stated that they are either Definite or Inde- 
finite ; the Definite comprising the two subordinate 
classes of General or Universal, and of Singular or 
Individual propositions, while the Indefinite are cor-_ 
respondent to Particular propositions alone. In regard 
to the terms definite and indefinite, I warned you that 
I do not apply them in the sense given by logical writ- 
ers. With them. Indefinite propositions denote those 
in which the quantity is not explicitly declared by one 
of the designatory terms, aU, every, some, many, &c. 

Such propositions, however, ought to be called pre- 
indesignate {pi’mndesignatce, airpoahiopiaroi), that 
is, not marked out by a prefix, — a term better adapted 
to indicate this external accident of their enunciation ; 
for, in point of fact, these preindesignate propositions 
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are either definite or indefinite, and quite as definite 
or indefinite in meaning, as if their quantity had been 
expressly marked out by the predesignatory terms. 

This being premised, I now go on to the next divi- 
sion of Judgments, — the division proceeding on that 
ground which by Logicians has been called the Qua- 
lity of Judgments. In itself the term quality is here 
a very vague and arbitrary expression, for we might, 
with equal propriety, give the name of quality to 
several other of the distinguishing principles of pro- 
positions. For example, the truth or falsehood of pro- 
positions has been also called their quality ; and some 
logicians have even given the name of quality to the 
ground of the distinction of judgments into categorical, 
hypothetical, and disjunctive. What, however, has 
been universally, if not always exclusively, styled the 
quality of propositions, both in ancient and modern 
times, is that according to which they are distributed 
into AflSrmative and Negative. 

H LI. In respect of their Quality, Judgments 
are divided into two classes. For either the 
Subject and Predicate may be recognised as reci- 
procally containing and contained, in the opposite 
quantities of Extension and Comprehension ; or 
they may be recognised as not standing in this 
relation. In the former case, the subject and 
predicate are affirmed of each other, and the 
proposition is called an Affirmative, {irporaa-i^ 
KaTa<f>aTi.icj or Karrjyqpiicj, judicium affirmati- 
vum or positivum) ; in the latter case, they are 
denied of each other, and the proposition is called 
a Negative, {npoTaai^ a7ro(f>aTiK7j or oTepyjTucj, 
judicium negativum). 
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In this paragraph, I have enounced more generally lect 


XIV. 


than is done by logicians the relation of predication, 
in its affirmative and negative phases. For their defi- 
nitions only apply either to the subject or to the predi- SThTaiff- 
cate, taken as a whole ; whereas, since we may indiffer- pr^Jdr«uion 
ently view either the subject as the whole in relation 
to the predicate, or the predicate as the whole in rela- 
tion to the subject, according as we consider the pro- 
position to express an intensive or to express an exten- 
sive judgment, — it is proper in our definition, whether 
of predication in general, or of affirmation and negation 
in particular, to couch it in such terms that it may 
indifferently comprehend both these classes, — both 
these phases, of propositions 

As examples of Affirmative and Negative proposi- Affirmative 
tions, the following may suffice : — A is B — A is not B live Propo- 
— God is merciful — God is not vindictive. In an 
Affirmative judgment, there is a complete inclusion 
of the subject within the predicate as an extensive 
whole, or of the predicate within the subject as 
an intensive whole. In Negative judgments, on the 
contrary, there is a total exclusion of the subject 
from the sphere of the predicate (extensively), or of 
the predicate from the comprehension of the subject 
(intensively). In affirmative propositions there is also 
distinctly enounced through what predicate the notion 
of the subject is to be thought, that is, what predicate 
must be annexed to the notion of the subject ; in 
negative propositions, in like manner, it is distinctly 
enounced through what predicate the notion of the 
subject is not to be thought, that is, what predicate 
must be shut out from the notion of the subject. In 
negative judgments, therefore, the negation essentially 
belongs to the Copula ; for otherwise all propositions 
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i,ECT. without distinction would be aflSrmative. This, how- 

!_ ever, has been a point of controversy among modern 

Th»t Dcgv logicians; for many maintain that the negation belongs 
not”be^^g to the predicate, on the following grounds : — If the 
S», negation pertained to the copula, there could be no 
Kmc logi- gyjj^jjggjg gf toHns, — t^o wholc act of judgment 

would be subverted ; while at the same time a non- 
connecting copula, a non-copulative, is a contradiction 
in terms. But a negative predicate, that is, a predicate 
by which something is taken away or excluded from 
the subject, involves nothing contradictory ; and, there- 
fore, a judgment with such a predicate is competent." 
The oppo- The opposite doctrine is, however, undoubtedly the 
more correct. For if we place the negation in the pre- 
Aurtor. dicate, negative judgments, as already said, are not 
different in form from affirmative, being merely affir- 
mations that the object is contained within the sphere 
of a negative predicate, or that a negative predicate 
forms one of the attributes of the subject. This, how- 
ever, the advocates of the opinion in question do not 
venture to assert. The objection from the apparent 
contradiction of a non-connecting copula is valid only 
if the literal, the grammatical, meaning of the term 
copula be coextensive with that which it is applied 
logically to express. But this is not the case. If lit- 
erally taken, it indicates only one side of its logical 
Tree import meaning. What the word copula very inadequately 
denotes, is the form of the relation between the subject 
and predicate of a judgment. Now, in negative judg- 
ments, this form essentially consists in the act of tak- 

a Krng, Logik, g 65, Anm. 3. — er$ten Logik, g 12 ; Derodon, Logica, 
En. [Compare, on the eame aide, p. 642 ; cf. p. 615 tt aeq. Contra : 
Huffier, Logique, L g 75 el teq. ; Bol- — Kant, Logik, g 22, Anm. 3 ; Bach- 
zano, WaatmehafiaUhre, Logik, toL mann, Logik, g 84, p. 127 ; Esaer, 
ii. H 127, 129, 136 ; Schulze, Logik, Logik, g 59, p. 115.] 
g 50, p. 74 ; Baidili, Qrundriaa (Ur 
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ing a part out of a whole, and is as necessary an act of lect. 

thought as the putting it in. The notion of the one ^ 

contradictory in fact involves the notion of the other.* 

The controversy took its origin in this, — that every Onginofth# 

. . 1 1 ° I . /T' • oonlpoveriy 

negative ludgment can be expressed in an aflirmative regirdiag 

r 11 ■ • 1 r 1 1 ‘hop'weof 

lorm, when the negation is taken from the copula n*g»tion. 
and placed in the predicate. Thus, A is not B may be 
changed into, — A is not-B. The contrast is better 
expressed in Latin, A non est B — A est non-B. In 
fact, we are compelled in English to borrow the Latin 
71011 to make the difference unambiguously apparent, 
saying, A is non-B, instead of A is not-B. But this 
proves nothing; for by this transposition of the 
negation from the copula to the predicate, we are 
also enabled to express every affirmative proposition 
through a double negation. Thus, A is B, in the affir- 
mative form is equivalently enounced by A is not non- 
B — A non est non-B, in the negative. 

This possibility of enunciating negative propositions NegmUT* 
in an affirmative, and affirmative propositions in ahowchtig- 
negative, form, has been the occasion of much perverse as«u>^. 
refinement among logicians. Aristotle^ denominated 
the negative terms, such as non B, non homo, non 
albus, &c., ovofiara aopioTa, literally, indefinite nouns. 
Boethius,'*' however, unhappily translated Aristotle’s By 
Greek term dopioros by the Latin infinitus, reserving 
the term indefinitus to render dSidpMrros as applied 
to propositions, but of which the notion is more ap- 
propriately expressed, as we have seen, by the word 
indesignate (indesignatus), or better preindesignate 
{prcBindesignatus). The Schoolmen, following Boethi- By the 
us, thus called the ovofiara aopurra of Aristotle no- 


BmiIiiiu. 


a Bachmano, Logit, p. 127 . — Ed. y In Dt Interpretatione, L ii. g 1. 

B Dt InterprUatione, c. 2 . — Ed. Optra, p. 260 . — Ed. 
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LECT. mina injinita : and the non they styled the particula 

!_ infinitans. Out of such elements they also constructed 

Propoii- Proposit tones InJinitcB ; that is, judgments in which 
niH^on),e either the subject or the predicate was a negative 
notion, as non homo est viridis, and homo est non- 
viridis, and these they distinguished from the simple 
onthi. negative, homo — non est — vindis. Herein Boethius 
C’w^'by and the schoolmen have been followed by Kant,® 
through the Wolfian logicians ; for he explains Infi- 
nite Judgments as those which do not simply indicate, 
that a subject is not contained under the sphere of a 
predicate, but that it lies out of its sphere, some- 
where in the infinite sphere. He has thus considered 
them as combining an act of negation and an act of 
affirmation, inasmuch as one thing is afiirmed in them 
through the negation of another. In consequence of 
this view, he gave them, after some Wolfians, the 
name of Limitative, which he constituted as a third 
form of judgments under quality, — all propositions 
being thus either Affirmative, Negative, or Limitative. 
The whole question touching the validity of the dis- 
tinction is of no practical consequence ; and consists 
merely in whether a greater or less latitude is to be 
given to certain terms. I shall not, therefore, occupy 
your attention by entering on any discussion of what 
K»nt’. may be urged in refutation or defence. But if what 
d^Ii^ion'of I have already stated of the nature of negation and 
its connection with the copula, be correct, there is no 
ground for regarding Limitative propositions as a 
class distinct in form, and co-ordinate with Affirma- 
tive and Negative judgments.^* 

If we consider the quantity and quality of judg- 

a Logik, § 22. Compare Wolf, tion, eee Bacbmann, Logii, § 84, p. 
Philos. Ration., | 209.— Ed. 128j Scholze, Logik, §50; Drobiicb, 

$ Compare Krug, Logik, § 55. Logik, § 42.] 

A ntn. 2 . — Ed. [Against the diatinc- 
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mcuts as combined, there emerges from this juncture lect. 
four separate forms of propositions, for they are either 
Universal Affirmative, or Universal Negative, Particu- 
lar Affirmative, or Particular Negative. These forms, 
in order to facilitate the statement and analysis of the 
syllogism, have been designated by letters, and as it 
is necessary that you should be famUiar with these 
symbols, I shall state them in the following paragraph. 


If LII. In reference to their Quantity and p«. lii. 
Quality together. Propositions are designated by Propo.itioni 
the vowels A, E, I, 0. The Universal Affirma- Qaaa- 
live are denoted by A ; the Universal Negative 
by E; the Particular Affirmative by I; thcgetber. 
Particular Negative by 0. To aid the memory, 
these distinctions have been comprehended in the 
following lines : — 

Asacrit A, negat E, sed univcrealiter ambao, 

Asserit I, negat O, scd particulariter ambo.® 


I may here, likewise, show you one, and perhaps 
the best, mode, in which these different forms can be 
expressed by diagrams. 




a Petros Hiapiuios, Summula;, Tataretos, Expotilio in SumvitUas, 
Tract. L partic. 4, f. 9. Ct Petnu Tract, i. f. 9 b. — En. 
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LECT. The invention of this mode of sensuidising by 
circles the abstractions of Logic is generally given to 
Euler, who employs it in his Letters to a German 
Princess on different matters of Physics and Philoso- 
phy-" ®ut, to say nothing of other methods, this by 
wn^'to circles is of a much earlier origin. For I find it in 
To 'b!J found the Nucleus LogiccB Weisiance, which appeared in 
w^f**'*” 1712 ; but this was a posthumous publication, and 
the author, Christian Weise, who was Rector of Zit- 
Lunbort’. tau, died in 1708. I may notice, also, that Lambert’s 
ETfoMdlu method of accomplishing the same end, by parallel 
Aiotediiu. jjjjgg different lengths, is to be found in the Logic 
of Alstedius, published in 1614, consequently above a 
century and a half prior to Lambert’s Neues Orga- 
nonfi Of Lambert’s originality there can, however, 
I think, be no doubt ; for he was exceedingly curious 
about, and not over-learned in, the history of these 
subsidia, while in his philosophical correspondence 
many other inventions of the kind, of far inferior in- 
terest, are recorded, but there is no allusion whatever 
to that of Alstediua 

Dutmetion Bcforc Icaving this part of the subject, I may take 
notice of another division of Propositions made by 
all logicians, — viz., into Pure and Modal. Pure pro- 
positions are those in which the predicate is categori- 
cally affir med or denied of the subject, simply, without 
any qualification ; Modal, those in which the predicate 
is categorically affirmed or denied of the subject, under 
some mode or qualifying determination. For example, 
— Alexander conquered Darius, is a pure,- — Alexander 

a Partie ii Lettre xxzv., ed. logistic figure, is giTen in the 
Ck>nmot. — Eo. Sytler/ta Marmonicum of Alstedius 

p A very imperfect diagram of (1614), p. 395. Lambert's diagrams 
this 'kind, with the lines of equal {Neues Organon, vol. i. p. Ill etseq.) 
length, in illustration of the first syl- are much more complete. — E d. 
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conquered Darius honourably y is a modal proposi- lect. 
tion.® Nothing can be more futile than this distinc ^ 


This dis- 


tion. The mode in such propositions is nothing more tiiiction 

than a part of the predicate. The predicate may be “ ‘ 

a notion of any complexity, it may consist of any 

number of attributes, of any number even of words, 

and the mere circumstance that one of these attributes 
# • 

should stand prominently out by itself, can establish 
no difference in which to originate a distinction of the 
kind. Of the examples adduced, — the pure proposi- 
tion, Alexander conquered Darius, means, being re- 
solved, Alexander was the conqueror of Darius , — 
Alexander being the subject, was the copula, and the 
conqueror of Darius the predicate. Now, if we take 
the modal, — Alexander conquered Darius honourably, 
and resolve it in like manner, we shall have Alex/xnder 
was the honourable conqueror of Darius ; and here the 
whole difference is, that in the second the predicate is 
a little more complex, being the honourable conqueror 
of Darius, instead of the conqueror of Darius. 

But logicians, after Aristotle,^ have principally con- Division of 
sidered as modal propositions those that are modified j>o^t?on8by 
by the four attributions of Necessity, Impossibility, •Mndals as 
Contingence, and Possibility. But in regard to these, 
the case is precisely the same ; the mode is merely a the matter 
part of the predicate, and if so, nothing** can be more sition arc 
unwarranted than on this accidental, on this extra- Sl™ 
logical, circumstance to establish a great division of 
logical propositions. This error is seen in all its fla- 
grancy when' applied to practice. The discrimination 


a These modals are not acknow- 
ledged by Aristotle, who allows only 
the four mentioned below. They ap- 
pear, however, in his Greek commen- 
tators, and from them were adopted 

VOL. I. 


by the Schoolmen. Compare Am- 
monius. In De IrUerp., p. 148 b, ed. 
1646.— Ed. 

a De Interp., c. 12. Compare ■ 
Anal. Prior., i. 2 . — Ed. 

R 
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Wh»tely 

quoted. 


Chticiied. 


of propositions into Pure and Modal, and the discri- 
mination of Modal propositions into Necessary, Im- 
possible, Contingent, Possible, and the recognition of 
these as logical distinctions, rendered it imperative 
on the logician, as logician, to know what matter was 
necessary, impossible, contingent, and possible. For 
rules were laid down in regard to the various logical 
operations to which propositions were subjected, ac- 
cording as these were determined by a matter of one 
of these modes or of another, and this too when the 
modal character itself was not marked out by any 
peculiarity or form of expression. Thus, to take one of 
many passages to the same effect in Whately. Speaking 
of the quality of propositions, he says : — “ When the 
subject of a proposition is a Common- term, the uni- 
versal signs (‘ all, no, every *) are used to indicate that 
it is distributed, (and the proposition consequently 
is universal) ; the particular signs (‘ some, &c.') the 
contrary. Should there be no sign at all to the com- 
mon term, the quantity of the proposition (which is 
called an Indefinite proposition) is ascertained by the 
matter ; i. e. the nature of the connection between the 
extremes : which is either Necessary, Impossible, or 
Contingent. In necessary and in impossible matter, 
an Indefinite is underwood as a universal: e. g., birds 
have wings ; i. e. all : birds are not quadrupeds ; i. e, 
none: in contingent matter, (t. e. where the terms 
partly {i. e. sometimes) agree, and partly not) an 
Indefinite is understood as a particular ; e. g., food is 
necessary to life ; i. e. some food ; birds sing ; i, e. 
some do ; birds are not carnivorous : i. e. some are 
not, or, all are not.” “ 

Now, all this proceeds upon a radical mistake of 
the nature and domain of Logic. Logic is a purely 

a Elementt of Logic, book ii. chap. ii. § 2, pp. 63, 64. 
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formal science, it knows nothing of, it establishes lect. 

nothing upon, the circumstances of the matter, to ^ 

which its form may chance to be applied. To be able poutioD"*’’ 
to say that a thing is of necessary, impossible, or con- ukt/^g- 

• •• •• «.• si&ftQC6 of 

tingent matter, it is requisite to generalise its nature themadaiuy 
from an extensive observation; and to make it in- ihit idrace 
cumbent on the logician to know the modality of all exiftcncc. 
the objects to which his science may be applied, is at . 
once to declare that Logic has no existence ; for this 
condition of its existence is in every point of view 
impossible. It is impossible — 1°, Inasmuch as Logic 
would thus presuppose a knowledge of the whole cycle 
of human science ; and it is impossible — 2°, Because 
it is not now, and never will be, determined what 
things are of necessary or contingent, of possible or 
impossible existence. Speaking of things impossible 
in nature. Sir Thomas Brown declared, that it is im- 
possible that a quadruped could lay an egg, or that a 
quadruped could possess the beak of a bird ; and, in 
the age of Sir Thomas Brown, these propositions would 
have shown as good a title to be regarded as of im- 
possible matter as some of the examples adduced by 
Dr Whately. The discovery of New Holland, and of 
the Omithorhynchus, however, turned the impossible 
into the actual ; for, in that animal, there is found a 
quadruped which at once lays an egg and presents 
the bin of a duck. On the principle, then, that Logic 
is exclusively conversant about the forms of thought, 

I have rejected the distinction of propositions and 
syllogisms into pure and modal, as extra -logical. 
Whatever cannot be stated by A, B, C, is not of logi- 
cal import ; and A, B, C, know nothing of the neces- 
sary, impossible, and contingent.* 

a See DiseutsUxu, p. 145 et Kq. 72, end § 23, p. 79 ; Schulze, Logik, 

—Ed. [Compare Bachmann, Logik, §52, p. 78.] 

§ 73, p. 115; iUchter, Logik, § 19, p. 


Digitized by Google 



260 


LECTtTRES ON LOGIC. 


LECT, It may be proper, however, to explain to you the 
- meaning of three terms which are used in relation to 
uoi’on'hree Pure and Modal propositions. A proposition is called 
Assertory, when it enounces what is known as actual ; 
Problematic, when it enounces what is known as pos- 
powtion*. or Demonstrative, when it enounces 

what is known as necessary.® 

■niirdDivi- The last point of view in which judgments are con- 
mMu-'af- sidered, is their Relation to each other. In respect 
each other, of thcsc relations, propositions have obtained from 
Logicians particular names, which, however, cannot 
be understood without at the same time regarding 
the matter which the judgments contain. As the dis- 
tinctions of Judgments and of Concepts are, in this 
respect, in a great measure analogous, both in name 
and nature, it will not be necessary to dictate them. 
Judgment*, When the matter and form of two judgments are 
considered as the same, they are called Identical, Con- 
vertible, Equcd or Equivalent (propositiones identicce, 
pares, convertibiles, aquipollentes) ; on the opposite 
Diiiermt. alternative, they are called Different ( pr. diversce). If 
considered in certain respects the same, in others dif- 
Reituiveiy fcrcnt, they are called Relatively Identical, Similar, 
or Cognate {pr. relative identicce, similes, affines, cog- 
natce). This resemblance may be either in the subject 
and comprehension, or in the predicate and extension. 
Ditpimte. If they have a similar subject, their predicates are 
Disparate (disparata) ; if a similar predicate, their 
Diijunct. subjects are Diyunct {di^uncta). 

AVhen two judgments differ merely in their quan- 
tity of extension, and the one is, therefore, a parti- 
cular, the other a general, they are said to be subor- 
dinated, and their relation is called Subordination 


a Kant, Logit, § 30. — Ed. 
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{subordinatio). The subordinating (or, as it might, lbct. 

perhaps, be more properly styled, the superordinate) !— 

judgment is called the Suhaltemant {subaltemans) ; 

the subordinate iudgment is called the SubaltemcUe Subjter- 

{subaltematum). 

When, of two or more judgments, the one aflBrms, 
the other denies, and when they are thus reciprocally ment^ 
different in quality, they are said to be Opposed or 
Conjlictive {pr. opposites, itni.K€Cfieycu), and their re- 
lation, in this respect, is called Opposition (pppositio). 

This opposition is either that of Contradiction orcontndic- 
Repugnance {contradictio, avr^Hwii), or that of Con- 
trariety {contrarietas, ivcaniort]^). 

If neither contradiction nor contrariety exists, the coagment 
judgments are called Congruent {pr. congruentes, con- '*"^*™*“** 
sonantes, consentientes). In regard to this last state- sabcon. 
ment, you will find in logical books, in general,® that luiSi.*™'*" 
there is an opposition of what are called Subcontraries 
{svbcontraria), meaning by these particular proposi- 
tions of different quality, as, for example. Some A are 
B, some A are not B, or. Some men are learned, some 
men are not learned ; and they are called Subcontra- 
ries, as they stand subordinated to the imiversal con- 
trary propositions, — All A are B, no A ts B, or. All 
men are learned, no man is learned. But this is a Not a real 
mistake, there is no opposition between Subcontraries ; 
for both may at once be maintained, as both at once 
must be true if the some be a negation of all. (They 
cannot, however, both be false.) The opposition in 
this case is only apparent and it was probably only 

a fitment) o/Zo^, by Dr Whately, p, 190 . — Ed.] 
part iL chap. ii. § 3, p. 68, 3d edit. $ For which reasoo Aristotle de- 
Bat see Scheibler, Opera Logiea, scribes it as an opposition in language, 

Para iii. c. zi p. 487, ed. 1665; but not in reality. Anal. Prior., 

Ulrich, \InttU. Log. el Mti. g 183, il 15 .— Ed. [Compare Fonseca, In- 
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ConTenioD 
of Propoii* 
tioni. 


Terms em* 
ployed to 
deDoto the 


origioal and 

converted 

propoeition. 


laid down from a love of symmetry, in order to make 
out the opposition of all the corners in the square of 
Opposition, which you will find in almost every work 
on Logic. 

Finally, various relations of judgments arise from 
what is called their Conversion. When the subject 
and predicate in a categorical proposition, (for to this 
we now limit our consideration), are transposed, the 
proposition is said to be converted ; the proposition 
given and its product are both called the judicia con- 
versa ; the relation itself in which the judgments 
stand is called Conversion or. Reciprocation, sometimes 
Obversion or Transposition {conversio, reciprocatio, 
obversio, transpositio, ^erd^ctnSj/icra/SoXrj, amiarTpoffnf). 
The given proposition is called the Converted or Con- 
verse, {judicium, conversum, prajacens, propositio 
conversa) ; the other, into which it is converted, the 
Converting, (jud., prop.,convertens, suljacens). There 
is, however, much ambiguity, to say the least of it, in 
the terms commonly employed by Logicians to desig- 
nate the two propositions, — that given, and that the 
product of the logical elaboration. The pr^'acent and 
subjacent may pass, but they have been very rarely 
employed. The term propositio conversa, the con- 
verse or converted judgment, specially for the original 
proposition, is worse than ambiguous ; it is applied 
generally to both judgments ; it may, in fact, more 
appropriately denote the other, — its product, — to which 
indeed it has, but through a blunder, been actually 


tlU. Diakct., L. iii. c. 6, p. 129, ed. Dcnringer, InsiUtUtones Logica, vol. 
1604; Conimlmcrruu Xova Logica, ii. § 713, p. 1.38; Caramuel, p. 33.] 

Tract, iii. Di»p. iii. § 2, p. 124, ed. [RtUionalia et Rtali» Philosopkia, 

1711. Kant expressly rejects Sub- auihore loanne Caramtul Lobkmoitz, 
contrariety, Logik, § 50, Anm. Com- S. Th. Lovanienfi Doetore, jtbbate 
pare Kmg, Logik, § 64, Anm. 4; Melrotenri. Lovanii, 1642 . — Ed.] 
Braniaa, Urundrui der p. 105; 
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applied by Aldrich,® and he is followed, of course, by lect. 

Whately. The original proposition ought to be called ^ 

the Convertend or Convertible {pr, convertendoy con- 
vertihilis)^ The term Converting {convertens)^ em- 
ployed for the proposition, the product of conversion, 
marks out nothing of its peculiar character. The ex- 
pression pr. exposita applied to this judgment by Prctpositio 
Aldrich,'^ without a word of comment, is only another iu use by ’ 
instance oi his daring ignorance ; for the phrase pr. ex- roneous. 
posita had nothing to recommend it in this relation, and 
was employed in a wholly difierent meaning by logi- 
cians and mathematicians.* In this error Aldrich is 
followed by Whately, who, like his able predecessor, is 
wholly unversed in the literature and language of Logic. 

The logicians after Aristotle have distinguished two, Species of 

. i • , . 1 e • r CoDTersion 

or, as we may take it, three, or even four, species of distinguish. 

• e«l by logi* 

Oonversion. ciaus. 

1 . The first, which is called Simple or Pure Cm- 
version (conversio simplex, aani(rTpo^ airXrj, rotg opot9 
TTpos kavTrjv, Aristotle, ^.e., cum terminisreciprocatis),^ 
is when the quantity and quality of the two judgments 


a Jtudirmnta Logic<g, L. L c. iL 
S [So Noldius, p. 263,] [Logioa Re- 
cognita, Hafniffi, 1766 . — Ed.] 
y Crakanthorpe, Sanderson, and 
Wallis [denominate the original pro* 
position pr. converaa, its product pr. 
convertens. See Crakanthorpe, Logi- 
ca, L. iii. c. 10, p. 179, ed. 1677 ; 
Sanderson, Logica, L. ii. c. 7, p. 76, 
ed. 1741 ; Wallis, Inttitntio Logiem, 
L. iL 0. 7, p. 113, edit. 1729. Wallis 
also uses pr. cxmverlenda as a syno- 
nym iox pr. converaa. — Ed.] 

8 The term exposition (fK0€<rit) is 
employed by Aristotle, and by most 
subsequent logicians, to denote the 
selection of an individual instance 
whose qualities may be perceived 
by sense {iicri$4yai, exponere, objicere 


aensui), in order to prove a general 
relation between notions api>rehend- 
ed by the intellect. This method is 
used by Aristotle in proving the con- 
version of propositions and the reduc- 
tion of syllogisms. SeeATtal, Prior., 
i. 2; L 6; L 8. The instance se- 
lected is called the expoailum, {rh 
iKTf94v ) ; and hence singular propo- 
sitions and syllogisms are called ex- 
pository. Compare Pacius on Amt. 
Pr., L 2, and Sir W. Hamilton’s 
note, Reid's Works, p. 696 .— Ed. 

€ To7» Spots ivTurrpi^tty, Anal. Pr., 
i. 2, i.e., when each term is the exact 
equivalent of the other. See Trendel- 
enburg, Elementa Log. Ariat., § 14; 
In De Anima, p. 408 ; Waits, In 
Ariat. Org., vol. L p. 373 . — Ed. 


2G4 


LECrCKES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. 

XIV. 


Mnemonic 
venes ex- 
pre«in^ 
convenion. 


are the same. It holds in Universal Negative and 
Particular Affirmative propositions. 

2. The second, which is called Conversion by Acci- 
dent (c. per accidens, avfiarpo^ h> fiepet, Kara pxpos, 
Aristotle), is when, the quality remaining unaltered, 
the quantity is reduced. It holds in Universal Affirma- 
tives. These two are the species of the conversion of 
propositions acknowledged by all ; they are evolved 
by Aristotle, not, as might have been expected, in his 
treatise On Enouncement, but in the second chapter 
of the first book of his Prior Analytics^ 

3. The third, which is called Conversion by Contra- 
position (c. per oppositionem, c. per contrapositionem, 
both by Boethius,^ contrapositio, duTitjrpo^ aiiv ami- 
Becrei, Alexander'*'), is when, instead of the subject 
and predicate, the quantity and quality remaining the 
same, there is placed the contradictory of each. This 
holds in Universal Affirmatives, and most logicians 
allow it in Particular Negatives. It is commemorated 
by Aristotle in the eighth chapter of the second book 
of his Topics : it is there called the inverse consecution 
from contradictions. 

I shall here mention some mnemonic verses in which 
the doctrine of conversion is expressed. 

1°. Eegarding conversion as limited to the Simple 


a [Boethiiu leeini the firet who 
gave the name of Conrrrsio per Acci- 
dent. With him it is properly both 
Ampliative and Bestrictive. (So 
Bidiger, De Sentu Veri et Falti, pp. 
250, 303, 2d edit. 1722; Fischer, 
X/>gilc, p. 108). It is opposed as a 
conspecies to c. genercUit ; and both 
are species of c. timpUx, which is op- 
posed to Contraposition. See Opera, 
De Syllogitmo Categorieo, L. i. p. 
687. Thus cemvertio is divided pri- 
marily into e. timplex and c. per con- 


trapotUionejn. Aristotle does not 
use ivTurryo^ii ir pipet, as subsequent 
logicians, for c. diminuta. He uses 
it merely for particular in opposition 
to univcrtal. (See Anal. Prior., t 2, 
§ 4.) They are thus wrong in their 
use of the words accidental and 
partial. ] 

a Introductio ad Syllogitmot Cate- 
garicot, and De Sylhgiemo Categorieo, 
L. i.— E d. 

y In Anal Prior., f. 10 b, edit. 
Aid. 1520 .— Ed. 
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and Accidental, and excluding altogether Contraposi- 

tion, we have the doctrine contained in the two fol- ^ 

lowing verses. 

E, I, simplicitcT vertendo, signa manebont ; 

Ast A cum Tertis, signa minora cape.a 


0 is not convertible. 

2°. Admitting Contraposition as a legitimate species 
of conversion, the whole doctrine is embodied in the 
following verses by Petrus Hispanus. 

FEcI(FEsI) simpHciler, convertitur E v A (E p A) per Aecid. 

Ast 0 (A c 0) per Contrap.; sic fit conTersio tota./9 

Or to condense the three kinds of conversion with 
all the propositions, prejacent and subjacent, in a 
single line. 

“Ecoi, TIBI, Simp.; Armi— asROS, Acc.; Arma, bono, CorU.” 


It may be proper now to make you acquainted with DiiUnction 

^ . P • 1 1 . . ofPropou- 

certam distmctions ot judgments and propositions, tiom not 
which, though not strictly oi a logical character, it is g>c»L 
of importance that you should be aware of. “ Consi- 
dered in a material point of view, aU judgments are, 
in the first place, distinguished into Theoretical and Theoretic^ 
Practical. Theoretical are such as declare that a cer- 
tain character belongs or does not belong to a certain 
object ; Practical, such as declare that something can 
be or ought to be done, — brought to bear. 

“ Theoretical, as weU as practical, judgments ftffi Indemon* 

, ,, vtnble ftad 

either Indemonstrable^ when they are evident ofi>emoD- 
themselves, — when they do not require and when 


d [Given by ChnuTin, Lex. Phil., 1505. Cf. Petnu Tatnretna, Expos- 
T. Oonverno; Denzinger, hutitutione* itio in Summulat Petri Hiapani, 
Logicoe, ii 140.] Tract i., f. 9 b.— E d.] 

S See Petnu Hiapanns, p. 9 [5?u»v- 7 [Hispanus, Summulce, le. ; Chau- 

mvla. Tract. L partio. 4, f. 9, ed. vin, I c.] 
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they are incapable of proof; or they are Demonstrable, 
. when they are not immediately apparent as true or 
false, but require some external reason to establish 
their truth or falsehood. 

“ Indemonstrable propositions are absolute prin- 
ciples principia) ; that is, from which in the 

construction of a system of science cognitions alto- 
gether certain not only are, but must be, derived. 
Demonstrable propositions, on the other hand, can at 
best constitute only relative principles ; that is, such 
as, themselves requiring a higher principle for their 
warrant, may yet aflFord the basis of sundry other 
propositions. 

i “ If the indemonstrable propositions be of a theo- 
retical character, they are called Axioms ; if of a prac- 
tical character. Postulates. The former are principles 
of immediate certainty ; the latter, principles of imme- 
diate application. 

“ Demonstrable propositions, if of a theoretical 
nature, are called Theorems {theoremata) ; if of a 
practical. Problems (problemata). The former, as 
propositions of a mediate certainty, require proof; 
they, therefore, consist of a Thesis and its Demonstra- 
tion ; the latter, as of mediate application, suppose a 
Q'uestion (queestio) and its Solution (resolutio). 

“ As species of the foregoing, there are, likewise, 
distinguished Coro7/an*es (consectaria,corollaria), that 
is, propositions which flow without a new proof out 
of theorems or postulates previously demonstrated. 
Propositions whose validity rests on observation or 
. experiment are called Experiential, Experimental 
propositions (empiremata, experientim, experimenta). 

L Hypotheses, that is, propositions which are assumed 
with probability, in order to explain or prove some- 
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thing else which cannot otherwise be explained or 
proved. Lemmata, that is, propositions borrowed 
from another science in order to serve as subsidiary 
propositions in the science of which we treat. Finally, 
Scholia, that is, propositions which only serve as illus- 
trations of what is considered in chief. The clearest 
and most appropriate examples of these various kinds 
of propositions are given in mathematics.” “ 

a Esser, Logih, § 79, pp. 147, 148 . — Ed. [Compare Krug, Logik, §§ 67, 68.] 
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LECTUKE XV. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OP THOUGHT. 

III. — THE DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

REASONING IN GENERAL — SYLLOGISMS — THEIR 
DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO INTERNAL FORM. 

In my last Lecture, I terminated the Doctrine of 
Judgments, and now proceed to that of Reasonings. 

“ VTien the necessity of the junction or separation of 
a certain subject-notion and a certain predicate-no- 
tion is not manifest from the nature of these notions 
themselves, but when, at the same time, we are desir- 
ous of knowing whether they must be thought as 
inclusive, or as exclusive, of each other, — in this case, 
we find ourselves in a state of doubt or indecision, 
from our ignorance of which of the two contradictory 
predicates must be affirmed or denied of the subject 
But this doubt can be dissipated, — this ignorance can 
be removed, only in one way, — only by producing in 
us a necessity to connect with, or disconnect from, the 
subject one of the repugnant predicates. And since, 
ex hypothesi, this necessity does not, at least does 
not immediately, arise from the simple knowledge 
of the subject in itself, or of the predicate in it- 
selfj or of both together in themselves; it follows 
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that it must be derived from some external source, lect. 

XV 

and derived it can only be, if derived from some other 1- 

knowledge which affords us, as its necessary conse- 
quence, the removal of the doubt originally harboured. 

But if this knowledge has for its necessary conse- 
quence the removal of the original doubt, it must 
stand to the existing doubt in the relation of a general 
rule ; and, as every rule is a judgment, it will con- 
stitute a general proposition. But a general rule does 
not simply and of itself reach to the removal of doubt 
and indecision ; there is required, and necessarily 
required, over and above, this further knowledge, — 
that the rule has really an application, or, what is 
the same thing, that the doubt really stands under 
the general proposition, as a case which can be de- 
cided by it as by a general rule. But when the 
general rule has been discovered, and when its ap- 
plication to the doubt has likewise been recognised, 
the solution of the doubt immediately follows, and 
therewith the determination of which of the contradic- 
tory predicates must or must not be affirmed of the 
subject ; and this determination is accompanied with 
a consciousness of necessity or absolute certainty.”® A iiiuitrated 
simple example will place the matter in a clearer light. 

When the notion of the subject man is given along 
with the contradictory predicates free agent and wc- 
cessary agents there arises the doubt, — with which of 
these contradictory predicates the subject is to be con- 
nected; for, as contradictory, they cannot both be 
affirmed of the subject, and, as contradictory, the one 
or the other must be so affirmed ; in other words, I 
doubt whether man be a free agent or not. The no- 
tion man, and the repugnant notions free agent and 

a Esser, Logik^ § 82, p. 153. 
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LECT. necessary agent, do not, in themselves, afford a solu- 

1— tion of the doubt ; and I must endeavour to discover 

some other notion which wUl enable me to decide. 
Now, taking the predicate free agent, this leads me 
to the closely connected notion morally responsible 
agent, which let it be supposed that I otherwise know 
to be necessarily a free agent. I thus'obtain the pro- 
position, — Every morally responsible agent is a free 
agent. But this proposition does not of itself contain 
the solution of the doubt, for it may still be asked, does 
the notion morally responsible agent constitute a pre- 
dicate which appertains to the notion of man, the sub- 
ject % This question is satisfied, if it is recognised 
that the notion man involves in it the notion of a 
morally responsible agent. I can then say, — Man is 
a morally responsible agent. These two propositions 
being thus formed, and applied to the subsisting 
doubt, the removal of this doubt follows of itself ; and 
in place of the previous indecision, whether man be a 
free agent or not, there follows, with the conscious- 
ness of necessity or absolute certainty, the connected 
judgment that, Man is also a free agent. The whole 
process, — the whole series of judgments, — wUl stand 
thus : — 

Every morally responsible agent is a free agent; 

Man is a morally responsible agent; 

Therefore, man is a free agent. 


The ex»m- Let US cousider in what relation the different consti- 

pie given U r ^ • 

a tuent parts of this process stand to each other. It is 
wfoie of evident that the whole process consists of three no- 

EztenBibn, , i i • i • mi 

•od m»y be tions and their mutual relations. The three notions 

rcpresentod . _ 

by three 8X6, free agent, responsible agent, and man. Their 
mutual relations are all those of whole and part, 
— and whole and part in the quantity of exten- 
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sion; for the notion free agent is seen to contain 
under it the notion responsible agent, and the notion 
responsible agent to contain under it the notion man. 
Thus, these three notions are like three circles of three 
various extensions, severally contained one within 
another ; and it is evident, that the process by which 
we recognise that the narrowest notion, man, is con- 
tained under the widest notion, responsible agent, is 
precisely the same by which we should recognise the 
inmost circle to be contained in the outmost, if we 
were only supposed to know the relation of these to- 
gether by their relation to the middle 
circle. Let ABC denote the three 
circles. Now, ex hypothesi, we know, 
and only know, that A contains B, and 
that B contains C ; but as it is a self- 
evident principle that a part of the part is a part of the 
whole, we cannot, with our knowledge that B contains 
C, and is contained in A, avoid recognising that C is 
contained in A. This is precisely the case with the 
three notions,— ^ee agent, — responsible agent, — man; 
not knowing the relation between the notionsyree agent 
and man, but knowing that free agent contains under 
it respoTisible agent, siodi that responsible agent contains 
under it man, we, upon the prineiple that the part 
of a part is a part of the whole, are compelled to think, 
as a necessary consequence, that free agent contains 
under it man. It is thus evident, that the process 
shown in the example adduced is a mere recognition 
of the relation of three notions in the quantity of ex- 
tension ; our knowledge of the relation of two of these 
notions to each other being not given immediately, 
but obtained through our knowledge of their relation 
to the third. 



LEcr. 

XV. 
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LECT. But let U3 consider this process a little closer. The 
relations of the three notions, in the above example, 
are those given in the quantity of Breadth or Exten- 
be”SbTt^ sion. But every notion has not only an Extensive, 
he S' m!’— buf likewise an Intensive quantity, — not only a 
quantity in breadth, but a quantity in depth ; and 
these two quantities stand to each other, as we have 
seen,” always in a determinate ratio, — the ratio of in- 
version. It would, therefore, appear a priori, to be a 
necessary presumption, that if notions bear a certain 
relation to each other in the one quantity, they must 
bear a counter relation to each other in the other 
quantity ; consequently, that if we are able, under the 
quantity of extension, to deduce from the relations of 
two notions to a third their relation to each other, a 
correspondent evolution must be competent of the 
same notions, in the quantity of comprehension. Let 
us try whether this theoretical presumption be war- 
ranted a posteriori and by experiment, and whether, 
in the example given, the process can be inverted, and 
the same result obtained with the same necessity. 
That example, as in extension, was : — 

All responsible agents are free agents; 

But man is a responsible agent ; 

Therefore, man is a free agent. 

In other words, — the notion responsible agent is con- 
tained under the notion free agen t ; but the notion 
man is contained under the notion responsible agent ; 
therefore, on the principle that the part of a part is a 
part of the whole, the notion man is also contained 
under the notion free agent. Now, on the general 
doctrine of the relation of the two quantities, we must, 

a See above, p. 14 C. — Ed. 
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if we would obtain the same result in the compre- 
hensive which is here obtained under the extensive 
quantity, invert the whole process, that is, the notions 
which in extension are wholes become in comprehen- 
sion parts, and the notions which in the former are 
parts become in the latter wholes. Thus the notion 
free agent, which, in the example given, was the great- 
est whole, becomes, in the counter process, the smallest 
part, and the notion man, which was the smallest part, 
now becomes the greatest whole. The notion respon- 
sible agent remains the middle quantity or notion in 
both, but its relation to the two other notions is re- 
versed; what was formerly its part being now its 
whole, what was formerly its whole being now its 
part The process will, therefore, be thus explicitly 
enounced : — 

The notion man comprehends in it the notion responsible agent ; 

But the notion responsible agent comprehends in it the notion free 
agent; 

Therefore, on the principle, that the part of a part is a part of 
the uhole, the notion man also comprehends in it the notion 
free agent. 

Or, in common language : — 

Man is a responsible agent ; 

But a responsible agent is a free agent ; 

Therefore, man is a free agent. 

This reversed process, in the quantity of comprehen- 
sion, gives, it is evident, the same result as it gave in 
the quantity of extension. For, on the supposition, 
that we did not immediately know that the notion 
man comprehends free agent, but recognised that 
man comprehends responsible agent, and that respon- 
sible agent comprehends free agent, we necessarily 
are compelled to think, in the event of this recogni- 

VOL. I. s 
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XV. 
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LECT. tion, that the notion man comprehends the notion 
free agent. 

The copula It is only necessary further to observe, that in the 
Bndcompro- one proccss,— that, to wit, in extension, the copula is 
rount'e?“ * mcaus IS Contained under, whereas in the other, it 
comprehends in. Thus the proposition, — God 
is merciful, viewed as in the one quantity, signifies 
God is contained under mercifd, that is, the notion 
God is contained under the notion merciful ; viewed 
as in the other, means Ghd comprehends merciful, 
that is, the notion God comprehends in it the notion 
nm’ciful. 

Now, this process of thought, (of which I have en- 
deavoured to give you a general notion), is called 
Reasoning ; but it has, likewise, obtained a variety of 
other designations. The definition of this process, 
with its principal denominations, I include in the fol- 
lowing paragraph : — 

^ LIII. Reasoning is an act of mediate com- 
parison or Judgment ; for to reason is to recog- 
nise that two notions stand to each other in the 
relation of a whole and its parts, through a 
recognition, that these notions severally stand 
in the same relation to a third. Considered as 
an act. Reasoning or Discourse of Reason, (to 
Xoyt^ecr^at, Xoyur/xds, Siavoia, to SiaPoeiaOai), is, 
likewise, called the actor process of Argumenta- 
tion (argumentationis), of Ratiocination {ratio- 
cinationis), of Inference or Illation (infercndi), 
of Collecting (colligendi) , of Concluding {con- 
cludendi), of Syllogising (toO cmXXoyt^ecr^at, 
barbarously syllogisandi). The term Reasoning 
is, likewise, given to the product of the act ; and 
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a reasoning, in this sense, (ratiocinatio, ratioci- lect. 

nium), is, likewise, called an Argumentation !— 

(argumentatio) ; also frequently an Argument 
(argumentum), an Inference or Illation {illatio), 
a Collection (collectio), a Conclusion {conclusio, 
avfjLTrepao'iia) ] and, finally, a Syllogism (<ruXXo- 
yuTfios). 

A few words in explanation of these will sufiice ; Eipii»- 
and, first, of the thing and its definition, thereafter of 
its names. 

In regard to the act of Reasoning, nothing can be. i. tiic aci 

° , , T ° . ofRwjon 

more erroneous than the ordinary distinction of this ing. 
process, as the operation of a faculty different in kind 
from those of Judgment and Conception. Concep- 
tion, Judgment, and Reasoning, are in reality only 
various applications of the same simple faculty, that 
of Comparison or Judgment I have endeavoured to 
show, that concepts are merely the results, ren- 
dered permanent by language, of a previous process 
of comparison; that judgment is nothing but com- 
parison, or the results of comparison, in its immediate 
or simpler form; and, finally, that reasoning is 
nothing but comparison in its mediate or more 
complex application." It is, therefore, altogether a rewon- 
erroneous to maintain, as is commonly done, that a organic 
reasoning or syllogism is a mere decompound whole, * ° 
made up of judgments ; as a judgment is a compound 
whole, made up of concepts. This is a mere mecha- 
nical mode of cleaving the mental phsenomena into 
parts ; and holds the same relation to a genuine 
analysis of mind which the act of the butcher does 
to that of the anatomist. It is true, indeed, that a 

a See above, pp. 116, 117 . — Ed. 
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LECT. syllogism can be separated into three parts or pro- 

1— positions ; and that these propositions have a certain 

meaning, when considered apart, and out of relation 
to each other. But when thus considered, they lose 
the whole significance which they had when united 
in a reasoning ; for their whole significance consisted 
in their reciprocal relation, — in the light which they 
mutually reflected on each other. We can certainly 
hew an animal body into parts, and consider its 
members apart ; but these, though not absolutely void 
of all meaning, when viewed singly and out of relation 
to their whole, have lost the principal and peculiar 
significance which they possessed as the coefiicients 
of a one organic and indivisible whole. It is the same 
with a syllogism. The parts which, in their organic 
union, possessed life and importance, when separated 
from each other, remain only enunciations of vague 
generalities, or of futile identities. Though, when 
expressed in language, it be necessary to analyse a 
reasoning into parts, and to state these parts one after 
another, it is not to be supposed that in thought one 
notion, one proposition, is known before or after 
another ; for, in consciousness, the three notions and 
their reciprocal relations constitute only one identical 
and simultaneous cognition. 

Error of The logicians have indeed all treated the syllogism 
as if this were not the case. They have considered 

syu^Ira*!* one proposition as naturally the last in expression, 
and this they have accordingly called the conclusion ; 
whilst the other two, as naturally going before the 
conclusion, they have styled the premises, forming 
together what they call the antecedent. The two 

premises they have also considered as the one the 
greater (major), the other the less (minor) by exclu- 
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sive reference to the one quantity of extension. All lbct. 

this, however, is, in my view, completely erroneous. 

For we may, in the theory of Logic, as we actually 
do in its practical applications, indifferently enounce 
what is called the conclusion first or last. In the 
latter case, the conclusion forms a thesis, and the 
premises its grounds or reasons ; and instead of the 
inferential therefore {ergo, apa), we would employ 
the explicative for. The whole difference consists in 
this, — that the common order is synthetic, the other 
analytic ; and as, to express the thought, we must 
analyse it, the analytic order of statement appears 
certainly the most direct and natural.* On the sub- 
ordinate matter of the order of the premises, I do not 
here touch. 

But to speak of the process in general : — Without utility of 
the power of reasoning we should have been limited 
in our knowledge, (if knowledge of such a limitation 
would deserve the name of knowledge at all), — I say 
without reasoning we should have been limited to a 
knowledge of what is given by immediate intuition ; 
we should have been imable to draw any inference 
from this knowledge, and have been shut out from 
the discovery of that countless multitude of truths, 
which, though of high, of paramount importance, are 
not self-evident. This faculty is, likewise, of pecu- 
liar utility in order to protect us, in our cogita- 
tions, from error and falsehood, and to remove these 
if they have already crept in. For every, the most 
complex, web of thought may be reduced to simple 
syllogisms ; and when this is done, their truth or false- 
hood, at least in a logical relation, fiashes at once into 
view. 

a Aiistotle’a Analytia aie lynthetic. 
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LKCT. Of the terms by which this process is denominated, 
Rciisoning is a modification from the French rais- 
OH«cr, (and this a derivation from the Latin ratio), 
and corresponds to ratiocinatio, which has indeed been 
naS'.""” immediately transferred into our language under the 
^wooing, form ratiocination. Ratiocination denotes properly 
tion. the process, but, improperly, also the product of rea- 
soning ; Ratiociniurn marks exclusively the product. 
The original meaning of 7'atio was computation, and 
from the calculation of numbers it was transferred to 
uiKourse. the jjroccss of mediate comparison in general. Dis- 
course {discursus, Bidvoia) indicates the operation of 
comparison, the running backwards and forwards be- 
tween the characters or notes of objects, {discurrere 
Viter notas, Siavoeladat) ; this term may, therefore, be 
properly applied to the Elaborative Faculty in general, 
which I have thus called the Discursive. The terms 
discourse and discursus, as BuLvoia, are, however, often, 
nay generally, used for the reasoning process, strictly 
considered, and discursive is even applied to denote 
mediate, in opposition to intuitive, judgment, as is 
done by Milton.” The compound term discourse of 
reason^ unambiguously marks its employment in 
Argumenta- tliis scnsc. Argumentation is derived from argumen- 
A^inicnt. tari, which means argumentis uti ; argument again, 
argumentum, — what is assumed in order to argue 
something, — is properly the middle notion in a reason- 
ing, — that through which the conclusion is established ; 
and by the Latin Khetoricians it was defined, — “ pro- 

a Parodist Lost, v. 486, — sc. 2, — 

** Whence the foul ** — bout, that wauU discouno of 

Reason rcccircs, and reason is her being, reason, 

Discursive or intuitive ; discourse Would have mourned longer.** 

li ofltit youra.” Hooker, i:. 7>., iii. 8, 18 ; "By DU- 

— Ed. conrae of reason, aided with the in- 

0 Shakespeare, Hamlet, act. 1, fluence of divine grace.” — E d. 
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babile inventum ad faciendam fidem/^ ® It is often, lect. 

• ^ XV 

however, applied as coextensive with argxcmentation, 1- 

Inference or illatioriy (from infero)^ indicates the carry- lufereuce. 
ing out into the last proposition what was virtually 
contained in the antecedent judgments. To conclude To con- 
{concludere)y again, signifies the act of connecting and 
shutting into the last proposition the two notions 
which stood apart in the two first. A conclusion Conclusion. 
(conclusio) is usually taken, in its strict or proper sig- 
nification, to mean the last proposition of a reasoning ; 
it is sometimes, however, used to express the product 
of the whole process. To syllogise means to form syl- to syiio- 
logisms. Syllogism {<Tv\koyio-y.o%) seems originally, syTiogism. 
like ratio, to have denoted a computation, — an adding 
up, — and, like the greater part of the technical terms 
' of Logic in general, was borrowed by Aristotle from 
the mathematicians.^ This primary meaning of these 
two words favours the theory of those philosophers who, 
like Hobbes'^ and Leidenfrost,* maintain that all rea- 
soning, that all thought is in fact at bottom only a cal- 
culation, a reckoning. SvXXoyurfto? may, however, be 
considered as expressing only what the composition of 
the word denotes, — a collecting together; for <rvXXoyif- 
eaOai comes from crvXKeyeiv, which signifies to collect.^ 


a C^icero, Oratorios Partitiones, c. 
2. Cf. Discmsiom, p, 149 . — Ed. 

S [See Piccartus, Org. Arist, pp. 
467, 468 ; Ammonias, In Qtutuiuo 
Voces, f. I ; Philoponus, In An. 
Prior,, f. 17 b; Facias, Comm, in 
Org., pp. 118, 122; Bertios, Log. 
Perip., p. 119. But see Waitz, Or- 
ganon, i. p. 384.] [Schulze, Logik, 
§ '70, p. 101. Discussions, p. 667, 
note. — Ed.] 

7 Leviathar^ Ft. I. c. 6 ; Compu- 
tatio sive Logica, c. 1. Cf. Stewart, 
Elements, P. ii. c. it § 3 ; Works, vol. 
Hi. p. \Z2etseq . — Ed. 


8 De Menu Humana, c. vui. §§ 4, 
10, pp. 112, 118, ed. 1793 Ed. 

€ Eugenios, Aoyut^, p. 405, et ibi 
Blemmidas : [Kal rh pky 6vopa, Sri 
evWoyii rit lerl \6y<ay xkfi6yety iy 
aln^ . . . ‘O 8i BAtfiplS. iy 'Exi- 
TOfL, Aoy. Ktq>. Xd, “ nori 8i koI atnb 
rh avfiKipaepa KoXurai {(prja\) evXXo- 
ytsfids . . . i>s svXXiyoy r^y iy 

xdtn To<5 Spots Sitanrap/iiyijy &xSSft(iy,” 
— Cf. Zabarella, In AnaL Post, L. 1, 
Opera Logica, p. 640; “SwXAoyic- 
pubtfUOn svXAoyi) rSty xSywy, sed quasi 
avXXoy^ rov xSyov, coUectio rcUionis ; 
ratio autem colligi dicitur, dum con- 
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LECT. Finally, in Latin, a syllogism is called coUectio, and to 

1_ reason colUgere. This refers to the act of collecting in 

coiiectio. conclusion the two notions scattered in the premises. 
The^ermi “From what has already been said touching the 
«rsyiioy^. character of the reasoning process, it is easy .to see 
what are the general conditions which every syllogism 
supposes. For, as the essential nature of reasoning 
consists in this, — that some doubt should be removed 
by the application to it of some decisive general rule, 
there are to every syllogism three, and only three requi- 
sites necessary; 1°, A doubt, which of two contra- 
dictory predicates must be aflSirmed of a certain sub- 
ject, — the problem or question, (problems, queesitum) ; 
2°, The application of a decisive general rule to the 
doubt; and, 3°, The general rule itself. But these 
requisites, when the syllogism is constructed and ex- 
pressed, change their places ; so that the general rule 
stands first, the application of it to the doubt stands 
second, and the decision in regard to the doubt it- 
self stands last. Each of these necessary constituents 
of a syllogism forms by itself a distinct, though a cor- 
relative, proposition ; every syllogism, therefore, con- 
tains three propositions, and these three propositions, 
in their complement and correlation, constitute the 
syllogism.”" It will be proper, however, here to dictate 
a paragraph, expressive of the denominations techni- 
cally given to the parts, which proximately make up 
the syllogism. 

Pit. Liv. 1 LIV. A Reasoning or Syllogism is composed 

tioDi of the of two parts, — that which determines or precedes, 

proxioiAiely and that which follows or is determined. The 

mekeup the 

sjlloginn. infgrtnr ; quare » condiuione est ■ylloginnni.” — E d.] 

potina,qu«mapropo«itioiubaidictai a Eaaer, Logik, { 83, p. 168. 
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one is called the Antecedent (antecedens) ; the 
other, the Consequent (consequens). The Ante- 
cedent comprises the two propositions, the one 
of which enounces the general rule, and the other 
its application. These, from their naturally pre- 
ceding the Consequent, are called the Premises 
{proposittones prcemissa, sumpt tones, membra 
antecedentia, hjniiaTa.). Of the premises, the 
one which enounces the general rule, or the re- 
lation of the greatest quantity to the lesser, is 
called the Major Premise, or Major Proposition, 
or the Proposition simply, {propositio major, pro- 
positio prima, propositio, sumptum, sumptio ma- 
jor, sumptio, thesis, expositio, intentio, irp6a\qy\fi<;, 
irpOTotris q pdCoiv, \rjp.p.a to pei^ov). The other 
premise, which enounces the application of the ge- 
neral rule, or the relation of the lesser quantity to 
the least, is called the Minor Premise, the Minor 
Proposition,doe Assumption, or the Subsumption, 
{propositio minor, propositio altera, assumptio, 
subsumptum,8ubsvmptio, sumptio mincrr,irp6Ta<rK 
q ikanoiv, \rjpp.a to fKarrov). It is manifest 
that, in the counter quantities of Breadth and 
Depth, the two premises will hold an opposite 
relation of major and minor, of rule and appli- 
cation. The Consequent is the final proposi- 
tion, which enounces the decision, or the relation 
of the greatest quantity to the least, and is called 
the Conclusion {coTiclusio, conclusum, propositio 
concltisa, collectio, complexio, summa, connexio, 
iUatio, intentio, and, in Greek, orvp-ntpaarja, to 
awayopevov,^ to €7ruf>€p6pevov). This part is 
usually designated by the conjunction. Therefore 

a [Eugenio*, AoyuH^, poMim.] 


LECT. 

XV. 
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Kxplica^^ 

liotL 

Antcccxlont 
and Conso« 
<}ueut. 


Prcmisei. 


Major, 


Minor. 


{ergo, apa), and its synonyms. The Conclusion 
is the Problem (problema), Question {queestio, 
queesitum), which was originally asked, stated 
now as a decision." The Problem is usually omit- 
ted in the expression of a syllogism ; but is one 
of its essential parts. The whole nomenclature 
of the syllogistic parts, be it observed, has refer- 
ence to the one-sided views of the logicians in 
regard to the process of reasoning.** 


The Syllogism is divided into two parts, the Ante- 
cedent and the Consequent : — the antecedent compre- 
hending the two propositions, in which the middle 
notion is compared with the two notions we would 
compare together ; and the consequent comprising the 
one proposition, which explicitly enounces the relation 
implicitly given in the prior of these two notions to 
each other. 

The two propositions which constitute the antece- 
dent are called, among other names, the Premises, Of 
these the proposition expressing the relation of whole 
which one of the originaUy-given notions holds to the 
assumed or middle notion as its part, is called, among 
other appellations, the Major Projjosition, the Major 
Premise, or The Proposition, kot i^6)(pv. The other 
proposition of the antecedent enouncing the relation of 
whole, which the assumed or middle notion holds to 
the other of the given notions as its part, is called, 
among other appellations, the Minor Proposition, the 


a [See Alex. Aphrodiaiensis, In 
Anal. Prior., L c. 4, f. 17 b; Boethi- 
vu, In Tojftica CiuTOnii, L. i., Optra, 
p. 764.] 

B [See R. Agricola, De Inventione 
DiaUetiea, L. ii. c. xiv. pp. 401, 417, 
420; Vive*, Opera, [t. i., De Cen- 


ntra Veri, L. ii. p. 606 et seq., ed. 
1556. — Ed.] ; Bachmann, Logik, p. 
184; Facciolati ; Sextus Empiricus. 
[Facciolati, BudimetUa Logica, c. iii 
p. 83, ed. 1750 ; Sextus Empiricus, 
ligpolypooes, L. ii. p. 86 et alibi . — 
Ed.] 
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Minor Premise, the Assumption, or the Suhsumption. lect. 
These, as terms of relation, vary, of course, with the 
relation in the counter quantities. The one proposi- 
tion which constitutes the consequent is called, among 
other anpellations, the Conclusion. Perhaps the best sumption, 

r» * 1 1 1 • • ■ /• II Subaump- 

names for these three relative propositions of a syllo- tion, 
gisni would be Sumption, Subsumption, Conclusion, 
as those which express most briefly and naturally the 
nature and reciprocal dependence of the three judg- 
ments of a syllogism. In the first place, the expres- Ground, of 

„ ■^•10 7 . their »dop- 

sions Sumption and Subsumption are appropriate tion u u,.t 

1*1 • names for 

logical expressions, m consequence oi their both show- tu three 
ing that Logic considers them, not as absolutely, but Sra’^yUo-'’’ 
only as hypothetically true ; for Logic does not war- 
rant the truth of the premises of a syllogism, it only, 
on the supposition that these premises are true, guar- 
antees the legitimacy of the inference, — the necessity 
of the conclusion. It is on this account that the pre- Lemma, 
mises have, by the Greek logicians, been very properly 
styled hjii/xara,'' corresponding to the Latin sum]}- 
tiones; and were there any necessity to resort to 
Greek, the Major Proposition, which I would call 
Sumption (sumptio), might be well denominated 
Lemma simply ; and the Minor Proposition, which 
I would call the Subsumption (subsumptio), might be 
well denominated the Hypolemma. In the second Hypoiem- 
place, though both premises are sumptions or lem- 
mata, yet the term sumption, as specially applied to 
the Major Premise, is fuUy warranted both by prece- 
dent and by principle. For, in like manner, the major 
proposition, — the major lemma, has always obtained 
both from the Greek and Latin logicians the generic 
term; — it has been called, The Proposition, The 

a Se« Alexander, In An. Prior., I. 14 b; Scholia, ed. Bmndii, p. 150 . — Ed. 
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LBCT. Lemma, {^propositio, rj irpoToa-L^, to \rj/ifia) ; and as 
this is the judgment which includes and allows both 
the others, it is well entitled, as the principal proposi- 
tion, to the style and title of the proposition, the 

AMump- lemma, the sumption by pre-eminence." In the third 
place, the term subsumption is preferable to the term 
assumption, as a denomination of the Minor Premise ; 
for the term subsumption precisely marks out its rela- 
tion of subordination to the major premise, whereas 
the term assumption does not. Assumption would 
indeed, in contrast to subsumption, have been an 
unexceptionable word by which to designate the major 
proposition, had it not been that logicians have very 
generally employed it to design.ate the minor, so that 
to reverse its application would he productive of 
inevitable confusion. But for this objection, I should 
certainly have preferred the term assumption to that 
of sumption, for the appellation of the major proposi- 
tion ; not that in itself it is a preferable expression, 
but simply because assumption is a word of familiar 
usage in the English language, which sumption and 
subsumption certainly are not. 

Objection The preceding are reasons why the relative terms 
sumption and subsumption ought to be employed, as 

uonrS^e being positively good expressions ; but the expediency 
of their adoption becomes stUl more manifest, when 


“**■ they are compared and contrasted with corresponding 
Major Pro- denominations in ordinary use. For the terms major 

potitioD and <1 • . . . • . 

Premiw. proposition and major premise, minor proposition and 
aod minor premise, are exposed to various objections. In 
the first place, they are complex and tedious expres- 


a See Cicero, iMr., ii. 63: "Sed .... oMutnjitie tamen, quam 
demua tibi iataa duae mmpliones, ea irpdirAii^ii' iidem vocant, oon dabi- 
qOB appellant dialectic! : tur.” — E d. 
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sioQS, whereas sumption and subsumption are simple lbct. 

and direct. In the second place, the abbreviations in ^ 

common use, (the major proposition being called the 
major, the minor proposition being called the minor ^ 
are ambiguous, not only in consequence of their vague- 
ness in general, but because there are two other parts 
of the syllogism to which these expressions, major and 
minor, may equally apply. For, as you will soon be 
informed, the two notions which we compare together 
through a third, are called the major and the mino7' 
terms of the syllogism ; so that when we talk of 
majors and minors in reference to a syllogism, it re- 
mains uncertain whether we employ these words to 
denote the propositions or the terms of a reasoning. 

Still more objectionable are the correlative terms. Pro- Propo«tioii. 
position and Assumption, as synonyms for the major AiBimi>. 
and minor premisea The term proposition is a word 
in too constant employment in its vague and general 
sense, to be unambiguously used in a signification so 
precise and special as the one in question ; and, in 
consequence of this ambiguity, its employment in this 
signification has been in fact long very generally aban- 
doned. Again, the term assumption does not express 
the distinctive peculiarity of the minor premise, — 
that of being a subordinate proposition, — a proposition 
taken or assumed under another; this word would 
indeed, as I have noticed, have been applied with far 
greater propriety, had it been used to denote the major 
in place of the minor premise of a syllogism. 

These are among the reasons which have inclined The me of 
me to employ, at least along with the more ordinary 
denominations, the terms sumption and subsumption. 

Nor is it to be supposed, that this usage is destitute 
of precedent, for I could adduce in its favour even the 
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The CoDclu- 
sion. 


Par. LV. 
First Divi- 
sion of Svl- 
into 

Extensive 
and Com- 
prehensive. 


high authority of Boethius." In general, and with- 
out reference to Logic, it appears marvellous how, in 
English philosophy, we could so long do without the 
noun subsumption, and the verb to subsume, for these 
denote a relation which we have very frequently oc- 
casion to express, and to express which there are no 
other terms within our reach. We have already in 
English assumption and assume, presumption and 
presume, consumption and consume, and there is no 
imaginable reason why we should not likewise enrich 
the language, to say nothing of sumption, by the ana- 
logous expressions subsumption and subsume. 

In regard to the proposition constituting the con- 
sequent of a syllogism, the name which is generally 
bestowed on it, — the Conclusion , — is not exposed to 
any serious objections. There is thus no reason why 
it should be superseded, and there is in fact no other 
term entitled to a preference. — So much in reference 
to the terms by which the proximate parts of a syllo- 
gism are denoted. 

I now proceed to state to you in general the Divi- 
sion of Syllogisms into Species determined by these 
parts, and shall then proceed to consider these several 
species in detail. But I have first of all to state to 
you a division of Syllogisms, which, as comprehend- 
ing, ought to precede all others. It is that of Syllo- 
gisms into Extensive and Comprehensive. 

1l LV. The First Division of Syllogisms is 
taken from the different kinds of quantity under 
which the reasoning proceeds. For while eveiy^ 

a “ Qunniam enim omnia ayllo- Tocatur; BecnndayeroiMaumTXio.” — 
gismua ex propositionibua texitur, Boethias, De Syllogiamo HypothUico, 
prima rel propoaitio, Tel tumpium lib. i. — E d. 
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syllogism infers that the part of a part is a part 
of the whole, it does this either in the quantity 
of Extension, — the Predicate of the two notions 
compared in the Question and Conclusion being 
the greatest whole, and the Subject the smallest 
part ; or in the counter quantity of Comprehen- 
sion, — the Subject of these two notions being the 
greatest whole, and the Predicate the smallest 
part. 

After what I have ‘already stated in regard to 
the nature of these opposite quantities, under the 
doctrine of Concepts and Judgments," and after the 
illustrations I have given of the possibility of con- 
ducting any reasoning in cither of these quantities 
at will,^ — every syllogism in the one quantity 
being convertible into a syllogism absolutely equi- 
valent in the other quantity, — it will be needless to 
enlarge here upon the nature of this distinction in 
general. This distinction comprehends all others; 
its illustration, therefore, supposes that the nature 
of the various subordinate classes of syllogisms should 
be previously understood. It will, therefore, be expe- 
dient, not at present to enter on any distinct consider- 
ation of this division of reasonings, but to show, when 
treating of syllogisms under their various subaltern 
classes, how each is capable of being cast in the mould 
of either quantity, and not, as logicians suppose, in 
that of extensive quantity alone. 

The next distinction of Syllogisms is to be sought M»itcr wd 
for either in the constituent elements of which they 1" ^! 
are composed, or in the manner in which these are 
connected. The former of these is technically called 

a See kbove, p. 140 et itq. — Ed. B See kboTe, p. 272 et tej. — Ed. 
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the matter of a syllogism, the latter its form. You 
must, however, observe that these terms are here used 
in a restricted meaning. Both matter and form under 
this distinction are included in the form of a syllogism, 
when we speak of form in contrast to the empirical 
matter which it may contain. This, therefore, is a 
distinction under that form with which Logic, as you 
know, is exclusively conversant ; and the matter here 
spoken of should be called, for distinction’s sake, the 
formal or necessary matter of a syllogism. In this 
sense, then, the matter of a syllogism means merely the 
propositions and terms of which every syllogism is 
necessarily made up ;a whereas, otherwise, the form of 
a syllogism points out the way in which these consti- 
tuents are connected.^ This being understood, I 
repeat that the next distinction of syllogisms is to be 
sought for either in their matter or in their form. 

“ Now in regard to their matter, syllogisms cannot 
differ, for every syllogism, without exception, requires 
^tn‘of the same constituent parts, — a question, the subsump- 
sjrUogiuM. general rule, and the sumption of 

the general rule itself; which three constituents, in 
the actual enunciation of a syllogism, change, as I 
have already noticed, their relative situation ; — 

what was first in the order of thought being last in 
the order of expression. 

Tho form “ The difference of Syllogisms can, therefore, only 
ttX'df ™ be sought for in their different forms ; so that their 
distinctions are only formal. But the form of a syllo- 


Their form. 


a Prozimste Mid remote matter. — propositionum, proxima vero rant 
Marginal Jotting. [See Hurtado de propoeitiones ipeie, quibua coaleacit 
Mendoza, Ditput. rhil., Ditp. Logi- eyllogiamns." — E d.] 
c<r, t. i. d. X. § 48, p. 465 : “Ma- S Krug, Logik, § 72, Aom., i. — 
teria (eyllogiami) alia eat proxima, Ed. [Cf. Fries, Logik, § 44.] 
alia remota. Bemota aunt termini y Easer, Logik, § 85, p. 159 . — Ed. 
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gism, considered in its greatest generality, is of a 
twofold kind, viz. either an Internal and Essential, 
or an External and Accidental. The former of these 
depends on the relations of the constituent parts of 
the syllogism to each other, as determined by the na- 
ture of the thinking subject itself ; the latter depends 
on the external expression of the constituent parts 
of the syllogism, whereby the terms and propositions 
are variously determined in point of number, position, 
and consecution. We must, therefore, in conformity 
to the order of nature, first of all, consider what classes 
of syllogism are given by their internal or essential 
form ; and thereafter inquire what are the classes 
afibrded by their external or accidental modifications. 
First, then, in regard to the Internal or Essential Form 
of Syllogism. 

“ A Syllogism is only a syllogism when the con- 
clusion follows from the premises with an absolute 
certainty ; and as this certainty is determined by a 
universal and necessary law of thought, there must, 
consequently, be as many kinds of Syllogism as there 
are various kinds of premises affording a consequence 
in virtue of a different law. Between the premises 
there is only one possible order of dependency, for it 
is always the sumption, — the major premise, which, as 
the foundation of the whole syllogism, must first be 
taken into account. And in determining the difference 
of syllogisms, 'the sumption is the only premise which 
can be taken into account as affording a difference of 
syllogism ; for the minor premise is merely the sub- 
siunption of the lesser quantity of the two notions, 
concerning whose relation we inquire, under the 
question, and this premise always appears in one 
and the same form, — in that, namely, of a catego- 

VOL. I. T 


LECT. 

XV. 
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LECT. rical proposition. The same is, likewise, the case in 
regard to the conclusion, and, therefore, we can no 
more look towards the conclusion for a determina- 
tion of the diversity of syllogism than towards the 
subsumption. We have thus only to inquire in 
regard to the various possible kinds of major pro- 
position.”® 

syiio|iiTOi Now as all sumptions are judgments, and as we 
KCTrdirg to have already found that the moat general division of 
torof*tMr judgments, next to the primary distinction of inten- 
Md tho uw sive and extensive, is into simple and conditional, this 
division of judgments, which, when developed, affords 
the classes of categorical, disjunctive, hypothetical, 
atoi conciu- hypothctico-disjunctivc propositions, wiU furnish 
us with all the possible differences of major premises. 
“ It is also manifest that in any of these aforesaid pro- 
positions, (categorical, [disjunctive, hypothetical, and 
hypothetico-disjunctive,) a decision of the question, 
— which of two repugnant predicates belongs to a 
certain subject, — can be obtained according to a 
universal and necessary law. In a categorical sump- 
tion, this is competent through the laws of Identity 
and Contradiction ; for what belongs or does not 
belong to the superordinate notion, belongs or does 
not belong to the subordinate. In disjunctive sump- 
tions, this is competent through the law of Excluded 
Middle ; since of all the opposite determinations one 
alone belongs to the object ; so that if cine is affirmed 
the others must be, conjunctively, denied, and if one 
is denied the others must be, disjunctively at least, 
' affirmed. In hypothetical sumptions, this is competent 
through the law of Reason and Consequent ; for where 
the reason is, there must be the consequent, and where 


o Esaer, Logik, § 85.— Ed. 
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the consequent is, there must be the reason.”® There lect. 

are thus obtained three or four great classes of Syllo 

gisms, whose essential characteristics I shall comprise 
in the following paragraph : — 

t LVI. Syllogisms are divided into diflferent 
classes, according as the connection between the gnmd <im- 
premises and conclusion is determined by the logiiiM- 

^ ^ according to 

different fundamental laws, 1®, Of Identity andihoia^re- 
Contradiction ; 2°, Of Excluded Middle ; 3 , Of mfereuce. 
Reason and Consequent ; these several determi- 
nations aflbrding the.three classes of Categorical, 
of Disjunctive, and of Hypothetical Syllogisms. 

To these may be added a fourth class, the Ilypo- 
thetico-dUjunctive or DilemniaiicSyllogisrii, •which. 
is determined by the two last laws in combina- 
tion. 

Before proceeding to a consideration of these seve- ^ampiM 

r o ^ _ of Iho four 

ral syllogisms in detail, I shall, first of all, give you 
examples of the four species together, in order that 
you may have, while treating of each, at least a gene- 
ral notion of their differences and similarity. 

1. — Of a Categorical Stllooisu. l. Catego- 

rical. 

Sumption All matter is created; 

Subsumption But the heavenly bodies are material ; 

Conclusion Therefore, the heavenly bodies are created. 

a See Esser, Logih, § 86, p. 161. alytic of Logical Forms, the Author’s 
This eUkssification of syllogisms can- later view is expressed as foUows ; 
not be regarded as expressing the “ All Mediate inference is one — 

Author's Anal view ; according to that incorrectly called Categorical ; 
which, as before observed, the prin- for the Conjanctiiie and Disjunctive 
ciple of Reason and Consequent is forms of Hypothetical reasoning are 
not admitted as a law of thought, reducible to immediate inferent^." 

See above, p. 86, note a. In a note Compare Discussions, p. 651 et seg. 
by Sir W. HamUton, appended to — En. 

Mr Baynee’s Essay on the Hew An- 
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XV.' 2. — Of a Disjunctive Stuxjgism. 

2. Ditjunc- Sumption The hope of immortality is either a rational ex- 

peelation or an illusion; 

Subsumption. But the hope of immorality is a rational expec- 

tation ; 

Conclusion Therefore, the hopeof immortality is not an illusion. 

3. Hypo- 3. — Of an Hypothetical Syllooism. 

ihctical. 

Sumption If Logic do not profess to he an instrument of 

invention, the reproach that it discovers nothing 
is unfounded; 

Subsumption But Logie does not profess to he an instrument of 

invention ; 

Conclusion Therefore, the reproach that it discovers nothing 

is tinfounded. 

4. Hj-po- 4. — Of the Dilemma or Hypothetico-disjcnctive Syllogism. 

thetico-iiil' 

junctiYc. Sumption If man tccre suited to live out of society, he would 

either he a god or a heast ; 

Subsumption But man is neither a god nor a heast ; 

Conclusion Therefore, he is not suited to live out of society. 
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LECTUEE XVI. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION U. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
INTERNAL FORM. 

A. SIMPLE — CATEGORICAL. — I. DEDUCTIVE 
IN EXTENSION. 

In out last Lecture, I entered on the Division of lect. 

Syllogisms. I first stated to you the principles on ^ 

which this division must proceed ; I then explained 
the nature of the first great distribution of Eeason- 
ings into those of Intensive and those of Extensive 
Quantity; and, thereafter, that of the second great 
distribution of reasonings into Simple and Condi- 
tional, the Simple containing a single species, — the 
Categorical ; the Conditional comprising three species, 

— the Disjunctive, the Hypothetical, and Hypothetico- 
disjunctive.® These four species, I showed you, were 
severally determined by difierent fundamental Laws 
of Thought : the Categorical reposing on the laws of 
Identity and Contradiction ; the Disjunctive on the 
law of Excluded Middle ; the Hypothetical on the 
law of Reason and Consequent; and the Hypothe- 
tico-disjunctive on the laws of Excluded Middle and 
Reason and Consequent in combination. 

a Compare above, p. 236. — Eo. 
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I. Simple 
^'Ilojnsm. 
Tlie Cftte. 
Kurical. 


The terra 
CaUgorical, 


I now go on to the special consideration of the first 
of these classes of Syllogism — viz. the Syllogism 
which has been denominated Categorical. And in 
regard to the meaning and history of the term cate- 
gorical, it will not be necessary to say anything in 
addition to what I have already stated in speaking of 
judgments.” As used originally by Aristotle, the term 
categorical meant merely affirmative, and was opposed 
to negative. By Theophrastus it was employed in the 
sense of absolute, — simple, — direct, and as opposed to 
conditional; and in this signification it has continued 
to be employed by all subsequent logicians, without 
their having been aware that Aristotle never employed 
it in the meaning in which alone they used it. 


p»r. Lvn. LVII. A Categorical Sylloedsm is a reasoning 

The Cate* o ./ o o 

jtoricai S)i- whose form is determined by the laws of Identity 
’ and Contradiction, and whose sumption is thus a 

categorical proposition. In a Categorical Syllo- 
gism there are three principal notions, holding 
to each other the relation of whole and part; 
and these are so combined together, that they 
constitute three propositions, in which each prin- 
cipal notion occurs twice. These notions are 
called Terms {termini, opoi), and according as the 
notion is the greatest, the greater, or the least, it 
is called the Major, the Middle, or the Minor 
Term.P The Middle Term is called the Argument 
{argumentum, Xdyos, itmttw) ; the Major and 


a See above, p. 234 et teq. — Ed. vi. o. lii. p. 343 ; Hurtado de Men. 

$ [On principle of name of Major doza, p. 469. ] [IHsput. Philotopki- 

and Minor terms, see Alex. Aphro- ea, t. i. ; Dinp. Logiae, d. x. § 60 e< 

disiensis. In An. Prior., L. i. oc. iv. seq. Tolosse, 1617. See also Dit- 

V. ; rhiloponus. In An. Prior., L. L custiont, p. 666 et se?.— E d.] 

1 23 b; Fonseca, Instil. Dialect., L. 
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Minor Terms are called Extremes {extrema, aKpa). lect. 
If the syllogism proceed in the quantity of Ex- _ fIL. 
tension, (and thb form alone has been considered 
by logicians,) the predicate of the conclusion is 
the greatest whole, and, consequently, the Major 
Term ; the subject of the conclusion, the smallest 
part, and, consequently, the Minor Term. If the 
syllogism proceed in the quantity of Compre- ' 
hension, the subject of the conclusion is the 
greatest whole, and, consequently, the Major 
Term ; the predicate of the conclusion, the small- 
est part, and, consequently, the Minor Term. In 
either quantity, the proposition in which the rela- 
tion of the major term to the middle is expressed, 
is the Sumption or Major Premise, and the pro- 
position in which is expressed the relation of the 
middle term to the minor, is the Subsumption or 
Minor Premise. The general forms of a Cate- 
gorical Syllogism under the two quantities are 
consequently the following ; — 


AN EXTENSITB SYLLOGISM. 

B M A 
C is B 

C t» A 

All inan is mortal ; 

But Cuius is a man ; 
Therefore, Caius is mortal. 


AN INTENSIVE SYLLOGISM. 

C isB 
B is A 

C is A 

Caius is a man; 

But all man is mortal ; 
Therefore, Caius is mortal. 


In these examples, you are aware, from what has Eipiic*- 

11 ^-11 1 1 • 1 ‘*™- 
previously been said,® that the copula m the two 

different quantities is precisely of a counter meaning ; 

in the quantity of extension, signifying is contained 

under ; in the quantity of comprehension, signifying 

a See above, p. 274 — Ed. 
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Example of 
the Exten- 
sive Cato- 

f ;orical 8yl- 
ogism. 


Of the In- 
tensive. 


contains in it. Thus, taking the several formulae, the 
Extensive Syllogism will, when explicitly enounced, be 
as follows : — 

The Middle term B t« contained under the Major term A ; 

But the Minor term C w contained under the Middle term B ; 
Therefore, the Minor term C is also contained under the Major 
term A. 

Or, to take the concrete example : — 

The Middle term all men is contained under the Major term 
mortal. 

But the Minor term Caius is contained under the Middle term 
all men ; 

Therefore, the Minor term Caius is also contained under the 
Major term mortal. 

On the contrary, the Intensive Syllogism, when ex- 
plicated, is as follows : — 

The Major term C contains in it the Middle terrn B ; 

But the Middle term B contains in it the Minor term A ; 
Therefore, the Major term C also contains in it the Minor term A. 

Or, in the concrete example : — 

The Major term Caius contains in it the Middle term man ; 

But the Middle term man contains in it the Minor term mortal ; 
Therefore, the Major term Caius also contains in it the Minor 
term mortal. 

Thus you see that by reversing the order of the two 
premises, and by reversing the meaning of the copula, 
we can always change a categorical syllogism of the 
one quantity into a categorical syllogism of the other.® 
In this paragraph is enounced the general nature 
of a categorical syllogism, as competent in both the 
quantities of extension and comprehension, or, with 
more propriety, of comprehension and extension ; for 
comprehension, as prior to extension in the order of 

o Not in Inductive Syllogisms. — Jotting. [See below, p. 323. — Ed.] 
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nature and of knowledge, ought to stand first. But 

as all logicians, with the doubtful exception of Aris — 

totle, have limited their consideration to that process 
of reasoning given in the quantity of extension, to the 
exclusion of that given in the quantity of compre- 
hension, it will be proper, in order to avoid misappre- 
hension, to place some of the distinctions expressed in 
this paragraph in a still more explicit contrast. 

In the reasonings under both quantities, the words The rea«on- 
expressive of the relations and of the things related prehrasion 
are identical. The things compared in both quantities Extension 
are the same in nature and in number. In each there 
are three notions, three terms, and three propositions, trasted. 
combined in the same complexity ; and, in each 
quantity, the same subordination of a greatest, a 
greater, and a least. The same relatives and the 
same relations are found in both quantities. But 
though the relations and the relatives be the same, 
the relatives have changed relations. For while the 
relation between whole and part is the one uniform 
relation in both quantities, and while this relation is 
thrice realised in each between the same terms ; yet, 
the term which in the one quantity was the least, is 
in the other the greatest, and the term which in both 
is intermediate, is in the one quantity contained by 
the term which in the other it contained. 

Now, you are to observe that logicians, looking Narrow «nd 
only to the reasoning competent under the quantity dX'Ss 
of extension, and, therefore, looking only to the possi- 
bility of a single relation between the notions or terms ^ 
of a syllogism, have, in consequence of this one-sided 
consideration of the subject, given definitions of these 
relatives, which are true only when limited to the 
kind of reasoning which they exclusively contem- 
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1. Major. 


2. Minor. 


3. Middle. 


Nomencla- 
ture of 
Major, 
Minor, and 
Middle 
terms. 


plated. This is seen in their definitions of the Major, 
Middle, and Minor Terms. 

In regard to the first, they all simply define the 
Major term to be the predicate of the conclusion. 
This is true of the reasoning under extension, but of 
that exclusively. For the Major term, that is, the 
tenn which contains both the others, is, in the reason- 
ing of comprehension, the subject of the conclusion. 
Again, the Minor term they all simply define to be 
the subject of the conclusion; and this is likewise 
true only of the reasoning under extension : for, in the 
reasoning under comprehension, the Minor term is the 
predicate of the conclusion. Finally, they all simply 

define the Middle term as that which is contained 
% 

under the predicate, and contains under it the subject 
of the conclusion. But this definition, like those of 
the two other terms, must be reversed as applied to 
the reasoning under comprehension. I have been 
thus tediously explicit, in order that you should be 
fully aware of the contrast of the doctrine I propose, 
to what you will find in logical books ; and that you 
may be prepared for the further development of this 
doctrine, — for its application in detail 

In regard to the nomenclature of Major, Minor, and 
Middle terms, it is not necessary to say much. The 
expression term {terminuSy opoi) was first employed 
by Aristotle, and, like the greater part of his logical 
vocabulary, was, as I have observed, borrowed from 
the language of mathematics.® You are aware that 
the word term is applied to the ultimate constituents 
both of propositions and of syllogisms. The terms of 
a proposition are the subject and predicate. The terms 

o See Scheibler, [Opera LogicOy 279, note /3 . — Ed.J 
Pan. iii. c. 2, p. 398, and above, p. 
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of a syllogism are the three notions which in their 

threefold combination form the three propositions of 

a syllogism. The major and minor terms Aristotle, 
by another mathematical metaphor, calls the extremes 
(aKoa), the major and minor extrhnes ; and his defi- Ari.totio'» 
nition of these and of the middle term is, unhke those ‘i>o icmi 

of a syllo- 

of the subsequent logicians, so general, that it willgim 
apply with perfect propriety to a syllogism in either 
quantity. “ I call,” he says, “ the middle term that 
which is both itself in another and another in it ; and 
which, by its position, lies in the middle ; the extremes 
I caU both that which is in another and that in which 
another is.”“ And in another place he says, “ I define 
the major extreme that in which the middle is ; the 
minor extreme that which is subordinated to the 
middle.”^ 


I may notice that the part of his definition of the 
middle term, where he describes it as “ that which, by 
its position, lies in the middle,” does not apply to the 
mode in which subsequent logicians enounce the syl- 
logism. For let A be the major, B the middle, and C 
the minor term of an Extensive Syllogism, this will 
be expressed thus : — 


Hit dofini* 
tiou of the 
Middle 
c«rzn. u 
middle by 
position, not 
applicable 
to tbo mode 
in which 
lubecqucut 
logicians 
eooonce the 
syllogism. 


Sumption B «« A, i. e. B is contained under A. 

Subsumption C is B, L e. C m contained under B. 

Conclusion C is A, L e. C is also contained under A. 


In this syllogism the middle term B stands first But quit* 
and last in the premises, and, therefore, Aristotle’s t2Th«'^!^ 
definition of the middle term, not only as middle by prehen- 
nature, containing the minor and contained by the 
major, but as middle by position, standing after the 
major and before the minor, becomes inept. It will 
apply, however, completely to the reasoning in com* 

a Anal, Prior., L. i., o. 4, g 3. 0 Ibid., g& 


Digitized by Coogle 



300 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. 

XVI. 


It does not, 
howcTtr, 
follow, that 
Aristotle 
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ed oxclu- 
siTcly tbe 
reasoning 
in Comprc' 
hensioD. 


Most con- 
venient 
motlc of 
■utin^ a 
syllogism 
in an ab* 
straci form, 


prehension ; for the extensive syllogism given above 
being converted into an intensive, by reversing the 
two premises, it will stand as follows : — 


Sumption C is B, i e. C contains in it B. 

Subsumption B is A, i e. B contains in it A. 

Conclusion C is A, i. e. C also contains in it A. 


It does not, however, follow from this, that Aristotle 
either contemplated exclusively the reasoning in eom- 
prehension, or that he contemplated the reasonings in 
both quantities ; for it is very easy to state a reason- 
ing in extension, so that the major term shall stand 
first, the middle term second, and the minor last. We 
can state it thus : — 


Sumption A is B, i. e. A contains under it R 

Subsumption B is C, L e. B contains under it C. 

Conclusion A C, L e. A contains under it C. 


This is as good a syllogism in extension as the first, 
though it is not stated in the mode usual to logicians. 
We may also convert it into a comprehensive syllo- 
gism, by reversing its premises and the meaning of 
the copula, though here also the mode of expression 
will be unusual. 


Sumption B C, L e. B is containe/l in C. 

Subsumption A is B, L e. A is contained in B. 

Conclusion A is C, L e. A isjeontained in C. 


From this you wiU see, that it is not to the mere 
external arrangement of the terms, but to the nature 
of their relation, that we must look in determining the 
character of the syllogism. 

Before leaving the consideration of the terms of a 
syllogism, I may notice that the most convenient mode 
of stating a syllogism in an abstract form is by the 
letters S, P, and M, — S signifying the subject, as P 
the predicate, of the conclusion, and M the middle 
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term of the syllogism. This you will be pleased to lect. 

recollect, as we shall find it necessary to employ this — 

notation in showing the difierences of syllogisms from 
the flifierent arrangement of their terms. 

I have formerly stated that categorical syllogisms c«»egoric»i 

1 Til r t 11 Ti • Syllogimu 

are regulated by the fundamental laws of Identity divided into 
and Contradiction ; the law of Identity regulating K™ «- 
Affirmative, the law of Contradiction, Negative, Cate- the»ppik« 
goricals. As, however, the laws of Identity and uw. of 
Contradiction are capable of certain special applies- M™Con- 
tions, these will afford the ground of a division of under the 
Categorical Syllogisms into a corresponding number whole wd 
of classes. It has been already stated, that all reason- 
ing is under the relation of whole and part, and, con- 
sequently, the laws of Identity and Contradiction will 
find their application to categorical syllogisms only 
under this relation. 


But the relation of whole and part may be regarded The relation 
in two points of view ; for we may either look from La 
the whole to the parts, or look from the parts to the 
whole. This being the case, may we not apply the i7viCt‘“iIid 
principles of Identity and Contradiction in such a way 
that we either reason from the whole to the parts, or ?ng^°***”* 
from the parts to the whole 1 Let us consider : — Look- 
ing at the whole and the parts together on the prin- 
ciple of Identity, we are assured that the whole and 
all its parts are one, — that whatever is true of the 
one is true of the other, — that they are only different 
expressions for the different aspects in which we may 
contemplate what in itself is absolutely identical. On 
the principle, therefore, that the whole is only the sum 
of the parts, I am entitled, on the one hand, looking 
from the whole to its parts, to say with absolute cer- 
tainty, — What belongs to a whole belongs to its part ; 


Digitized by Coogk 



302 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. and what does not belong to a whole does not belong to 

1— its part : and on the other, looking from the parts to 

their whole, to say, — What makes up all the parts con- 
stitutes the whole ; and what does not make up all the 
parts does not constitute the whole. Now, these two 
applications of the principles of Identity and Contra- 
diction, as we look from one term of the relation of 
whole and part, or from the other, determine two dif- 
ferent kinds of reasoning. For if we reason down- 
wards from a containing whole to a contained part, 
we shall have one sort of reasoning which is called 
the Deductive ; whereas, if we reason upwards, from 
the constituent parts to a constituted whole, we shall 
have another sort of reasoning, which is called the 
Inductive, This I briefly express in the following 
paragraph : — 


Par, LVIII. 
Categorical 
S^llogiBms 
divided into 
Deductive 
and Induc- 
tive. 


IT LVIII. Categorical Syllogisms are Deductive^ 
if, on the principles of Identity and Contradic- 
tion, we reason downwards, from a containing 
whole to a contained part ; they are Inductive^ 
if, on these principles, we reason upwards, from 
the constituent parts to a constituted whole. 


I. Dcduc This is sufficient at present to afibrd you a general 
TOrical Syl- conception of the difierence of Deductive and Induc- 
ogisma. Categoricals. The difierence of these two kinds 

of reasoning will be properly explained, when, after 
having expounded the nature of the former, we proceed 
to consider the nature of the latter. We shall now, 
therefore, consider the character of the deductive pro- 
cess, — the process which has been principally, and 
certainly most successfully, analysed by logicians ; for 
though their treatment of deductive reasoning has 
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been one-sided and imperfect, it is not positively lect. 

erroneous ; whereas their analysis of the inductive — 

process is at once meagre and incorrect. And, first, 
of the proximate canons by which Deductive Cate- 
goricals are regulated. 

1 LIX. In Deductive Categoricals the uni- lix. 

. ^ , Deductivd 

versal laws of Identity and Contradiction take c^Uigori. 

T/* 1 /* T 1 n 

two modified forms, according as these syllo- 
gisms proceed in the quantity of Comprehen- 
sion, or in that of Extension. The peculiar 
canon by which Intensive Syllogisms of this 
class are regulated, is, — What belongs to the 
predicate belongs also to the subject ; what is 
repugnant to the predicate is repugnant also to the 
subject. The peculiar canon by which Extensive 
Syllogisms of this class are regulated, is, — What 
belongs to the genus belongs to the species and 
individual ; what is repugnant to the genus is 
repugnant to the species and individual. Or, 
more briefly. What pertains to the higher class, 
pertains also to the lower. 

Both these laws are enounced by Aristotle,® and E*piic»- 
both, from him, have passed into the writings of*“’“' 
subsequent logicians. The former, as usually ex- 
pressed, is, — Prcedicatum pi'cedicati est etiampradi- 
catum subjecti; or, Nota notes est etiamnota rei ijysius. 

The latter is correspondent to what is called the 
Dicta de Omni ct de Nullo ; the Dictum de Omni, 
when least ambiguously expressed, being, — Quicquid 
de Omni valet, valet eiiam de quibusdam et singulis ; — 
and the Dictum de Nullo being, — Quicquid de nullo 

« Categ., c. 3. AnaL Prior., i. 1 . — Ed. 
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LECT. valet, nee de quibusdam nee de singulis valet. But as 
logicians have altogether overlooked the reasoning in 
Comprehension, they have, eonsequently, not perceived 
the proper application of the former canon ; which, 
therefore, remained in their systems either a mere 
hw's d’oeutn-e, or else was only forced into an un- 
natural connection with the principle of the syllo- 
gism of extension. 

Conu«ction Before stating to you how the preceding canons are 
again, in tlieir proximate application to categorical 
syllogisms, for convenience sake, still more explicitly 
enounced in certain special rules, it will be proper to 
show you the method of marking the connection of the 

.ymbou. propositions and terms of a categorical syllogism by 
sensible symbols. Of these there are various kinds, 
but, as I formerly noticed, the best upon the whole, 
because the simplest, is that by circles.a According 
to this method, syllogisms with afl&rmative and nega- 
tive conclusions would be thus represented ^ : — 


AFFIRMATIVE. 
Ext. Int. 



P S 

M M 

S — P 


a [An objection to the mode of extension all co-ordinate species, in 
syllogistic notation by circles is, comprehension all the immediate 
that we cannot, by this mode, show attributes.] [For the Author’s fiual 
that the contained exhausts the con- scheme of notation, see Tabular 
taining; for we cannot divide the Scheme at end of Volume II. — Ed.] 
area of a circle between any number 0 See above, p. 256. Cf. Kmg, 
of contained circles, representing in LogiJc, § 79, p. 246 .— Ed. 
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Ext. 


NEGATIVE. 

Int. 



LECT. 

XVI. 


You axe now prepared for the statement and illus- Proxim»t« 
tration of the various proximate rules by which all ou«goric»i 

• 1 ^ 1 • SylloginiM, 

categoncal syllogisms are regulated. And, first, mi. Ext«n- 
regard to these rules in relation to the reasoning of 
Extension. 

“Aldrich,” says Dr Whately, “has given twelve 
rules, which I find might be more conveniently re- 
duced to six. No syllogism can be faulty which 
violates none of these rules.”" This reduction of the 
syllogistic rules to six is not original to Dr Whately ; 
but had he looked a little closer into the matter, he 
might have seen that the six which he and other 
logicians enumerate, may, without any sacrifice of 
precision, and with even an increase of perspicuity, be 
reduced to three. I shall state these in a paragraph, 
and then illustrate them in detail. 


H LX. An Extensive Categorical Syllogism, p«. lx. 
if regularly and fully expressed, is governed by Raiuoftiia 
the three following rules : — ct«g<mc»i 

I. It must have three, and only three, Terms, 
constituting three, and only three. Propositions. 

a SUmenU qf Logic, B. ii. o. iiL § Sj p. 85, 8th edit. — E d. 

VOL. I. U * 
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LECT. II. Of the promises, the Sumption must in 

quantity be Definite {i. e. universal or singular), 
and the Subsumption in quality Affirmative. 

III. The Conclusion must correspond in Quan- 
tity with the Subsumption, and in Quality with 
the Sumption.® 


iiiojtration. Tlicsc three simple laws comprise all the rules which 

Firil Rule. ... t* • • a 

logicians lay down with so confusing a minuteness.^ 
The first is ; — A categorical syllogism, if regulai- and 
perfect, must have three, and only three, propositions, 
made up of three, and only three, terms. “ The neces- 
sity of this rule is manifest from the very notion of a 
categorical syllogism. In a categorical syllogism the 
relation of two notions to each other is determined 
through their relation to a third ; and, consequently, 
each must be compared once with the intermediate 
notion, and once with each other. It is thus mani- 
fest that there must be three, and cannot possibly be 
more than three, terms ; and that these three terms 
must, in their threefold comparison, constitute three, 
wi,«i ia and only three, propositions. It is, however, to be 
observed, that it may often happen as if, in a valid 
lenn. ^ syllogism, there were more than three principal notions, 
— three terms. But, in that case, the terms or notions 
are only complex, and expressed by a plurality of 
words. Hence it is, that each several notion extant 
in a syllogism, and denoted by a separate word, is not 
on that account to be viewed as a logical term or 


a Knig, Logit, § 80. — Ed. [Cf. 
Alexander Aphrodisieneis, In jin. 
Prior,, L. i., t. 17, Aid. ; Derodon, 
Logica Rettituta, p. 639 et $eq. ; Hoff- 
bauer, AnfangtgrOnde dtr Logik, J 
317, p. 164; Bachmann, Logik, § 
122, p. 187 : Eeeer, Logik, §§ 88, 89. 


Schulze, Logik, g 79 ; Fries, Logik, 
§ 65, p. 224.] 

/3 See Scheibler, Opera Logica, 
pars, iv., p. 61G; Keckermann, Sy>- 
tema Logica: Minut, Opera, t i. p. 
239 .— Ed. 
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terminus, but only those which, 'either singly or in 
connection with others, constitute a principal momen- 
tum of the syllogism.”" Thus, in the following syllo- 
gism, there are many more than three several notions 
expressed by three several words, but these, we shall 
find, constitute in reality only three principal notions 
or logical terms : — 


Sumption... ...... fle who emscientiously performs his duly is a 

truly good man ; 

Subsumption Socrates conscientiously performs his duty ; 

Conclusion ^.Therefore, Socrates is a truly good man. 


Here there are in all seven several notions denoted 
by seven separate words : — 1. Conscientiously, 2. Per- 
forms, 3 . Duty, 4 . Truly, 5 . Good, 6 . Man, 7 . Socrates; 
but only three principal notions or logical terms, — viz., 
1. Conscientiously performs his duty, 2. Truly good 
man, 3 . Socrates. 

“ When, on the other hand, the expression of the 
middle term in the sumption and subsumption is used 
in two significations, there may, in that case, appear 
to be only three terms, while there are in reality four ; 
or, as it is technically styled in logic, a quMemio ter- 
minorum.P On this account, the syllogism is vicious 
in point of form, and, consequently, can afford no in- 
ference, howbeit that the several propositions may, in 
point of matter, be all true. And why ? — because there 
is here no mediation, consequently no connection be- 
tween the difierent terms of the syllogism. For ex- 
ample : — 

The animals are void of reason ; 

Man is an animal; 

Therefore, man is void of reason. 

a Krag, Logik §80, p. 246; Anm. 0 [Cf. FoDBec«,] [Instil. Dial., L. 

1. — Ei>. tL c. 20, p. 359 . — Ed.] 
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LECT. “ Here the conclusion is invalid, though each propo- 

1- sition, by itself, and in a certain sense, may be true. 

For here the middle term animal is not taken in the 


Second 

Kule. 


same meaning in the major and minor propositions. 
For in the former it is taken in a narrower significa- 
tion, as convertible with brute; in 'the latter in a 
wider signification, as convertible with animated or- 
ganism.'”^ 

The second rule is : — Of the premises, the sumption 
must in quantity be definite, (universal or singular), 
the subsumption must in quality be afiirmative. — The 
sumption must in reference to its quantity be definite ; 
because it affords the general rule of the syllogism. 
For if it were indefinite, that is, particular, we should 
have no security that the middle term in the sub- 
sumption comprised the same part of the sphere 
which it comprised in the sumption, p 


Thus : — 

Some M are P ; 



All S are M ; 


All 8 are P. 

Or, in a concrete example : — 

Some works of art are cubical ; 
All pictures are works of art ; 
Therefore, all jnctures are cubical. 



In regard to the subsumption, this is necessarily 
affirmative. The sumption is not limited to either 
quality, because the proposition enouncing a general 
rule may indifierently declare All 'hi is P, and No M 
is P. The assumption is thus indeterminate in regard 
to quality. But not so the proposition enouncing the 
application of a general rule. For it must subsume, 

a Krug, Logik, p. 247.— Ed. 
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that is, it must afiSrm, that something is contained 

under a condition ; and is, therefore, necessarily affir — 

mative. We must say S is M. But in respect of 
quantity it is undetermined, for we can either say All 
S is M, or Some S is M. If the subsumption is nega- 
tive, there is no inference ; for it is not necessary that 
a genus should contain only things of a certain species. 

This is shown in the following example ; — 

All men are animals ; 

No horse is a man ; 

Therefore, no horse is an animal. 

Or, as abstractly expressed, — 

All M are P ; 

But 7M S M ; 

■ ■ No ^ is V. 

Thus it is, that in a regular extensive categorical 
syllogism, the sumption must be always definite in 
quantity, the subsumption always affirmative in 
quality., 

I have, however, to add an observation requisite to MiKoncoir- 
prevent the possibility of a misconception. In stating 
it as a rule of extensive categoricab, that the sumption 
must be definite (i. e. universal or singular), if you are at 
all conversant with logical books, you will have noticed 
that thb rule b not in unison with the doctrine therein 
taught, and you may, accordingly, be surprbed that I 
should enounce as a general rule what is apparently con- 
tradicted by the fact that there are syllogisms, — valid 
syllogbms, — of various forms, in which the sumption is 
a particular, or the subsumption a negative, proposi- 
tion. In explanation of this, it is enough at present 
to say, that in these syllogbms the premises are trans- 

« Krug, Logik, p. 248. Bachmann, Logik, 3 124. — Ed. 
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posed in the expression. You will, hereafter, find that 
the sumption is not always the proposition which 
stands first in the enunciation, as the conclusion is not 
always the proposition which stands last. Such trans- 
positions are, however, only external accidents, and 
the mere order in which the premises and conclusion 
of a syllogism are enounced, no more changes their 
nature and their necessary relation to each other, than 
does the mere order in which the grammatical parts 
of a sentence are expressed, alter their essential char- 
acter and reciprocal dependence. In the phrases vir 
honus and bonus vir, — in both, the vir is a substantive 
and the honus an adjective. In the sentence variously 
enounced, — Alexander Darium vicit, — Alexander 
vicit Darium, — Damum Alexander vicit, — Darium 
vicit Alexander, — Vicit Alexander Darium , — Vicit 
Darium Alexander: — in these, a difference of order 
may denote a difference of the interest we feel in the 
various constituent notions, but no difference of their 
grammatical or logical relations. It is the same with 
syllogisms. The mere order of enunciation does not 
change a sumption into a subsumption, nor a sub- 
sumption into a sumption. It is their essential rela- 
tion and correlation in thought which constitutes the 
one proposition a major, and the other a minor pre- 
mise. If the former precede the latter in the expres- 
sion of the reasoning, the syllogism is technically 
regular ; if the latter precede the former, it is techni- 
cally irregular or transposed. This, however, as you 
will hereafter more fully see, has not been attended 
to by logicians, and in consequence of their looking 
away from the internal and necessary consecution of 
the premises to their merely external and accidental 
arrangement, the science has been deformed and per- 
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plexed by the recognition of a multitude of different .lect. • 

forms, as real and distinct, which exist only, and are 

only distinguished, by certain fortuitous accidents of 
. expression. This being understood, you will not mar- 
vel at the rule in regard to the quantity of sumptions 
in extensive syllogisms, (which, however, I limit to 
those that are regularly and fully expressed), — that 
it must be definite. Nor will you marvel at the 
counter canon in regard to the quality of sumptions 
in intensive syllogisms, — that it must be affirmative." 

- The necessity of the last rule is equally manifest as 
that of the preceding. It is ; — The conclusion must Third RuIc. 
correspond in quantity wdth the subsumption, and in 
quality with the sumption. This rule is otherwise 
enounced by logicians : — The conclusion must always 
follow the weaker or worser part, — the negative and 
the particular being held to be weaker or worser in 
relation to the affirmative and universal. The con- 
clusion, in extensive categoricals (with which we are 
at present occupied) is made up of the minor term, 

•as subject, and of the major term, as predicate. Now, 
as the relation of these two terms to each other is de- 
termined by their relation to the middle term, and as 
the middle term is compared with the major term in 
the sumption ; it follows that the major term must 
hold the same relation to the minor in the conclusion 
which it held to the middle in the sumption. If then 
the sumption is affirmative, so likewise must be the 
conclusion ; on the other hand, if the sumption be 
negative, so likewise must be the conclusion. In the 
subsumption, the minor term is compared with the 

o [See Bachmano, LogHc, § 124, Krug, Logik, § 82, p, 249; Cf. § 
pp. 192, 194, Anm. 3; Drobiach, 83, p. 264, and § 109, p. 362; Fac* 

Logik, § 73, p. 65, §§ 42, 44, pp. 34, ciolati, Rudimenta Logica, P. iii. c. 

36; Schulze, Logik, § 79, p. 114; iii p, 91.] 
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middle ; that is, the minor is affirmed as under the 
middle. In the conclusion, the major term cannot, 
therefore, be predicated of more things than were 
affirmed as under the middle term in the subsumption. 
Is the subsumption, therefore, universal, so likewise 
must be the conclusion ; on the contrary, is the for- 
mer particular, so likewise must be the latter.” • 

a Krug, Logik, § 80, p. 250-61. — Eo. 
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STOICHEIOLOGY. 

BECTION n. — OF THE PEODUCT3 OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
INTERNAL FORM. 

A. SIMPLE. — CATEGORICAL — II. DEDUCTIVE IN COMPRE- 
HENSION — III. INDUCTIVE IN EXTENSION AND COM- 
PREHENSION. — B. CONDITIONAL. — DISJUNCTIVE. 

In my last Lecture, after terminating the considera- lect. 

» , ^ ® , XVII 

tion of the constituent elements of the Categorical ^ 

Syllogism in general, whether in the quantity of Com- 
prehension or of Extension, I stated the subdivision 
of Categorical Syllogism into Deductive and Induc- 
tive, — a division determined by the difference of 
reasoning from the whole to the parts, or from the 
parts to the whole. Of these, taking the former, — the 
Deductive, — first into consideration, I was occupied, 
during the remainder of the Lecture, in giving a view 
of the laws which, in their higher or lower universality, 

— in their remoter or more proximate application, 
govern the legitimacy and regularity of Deductive 
Categorical Syllogisms. Of these laws, the highest 
are the axioms of Identity and Contradiction, by which 
all Categorical Syllogisms are controlled. These, when 
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proximatcly applied to the two forms of Deductive 
Categoricals, determined by the two quantities of 
Comprehension and Extension, constitute two canons, 
— the canon of the Intensive Syllogism being, — AVhat 
belongs to the predicate belongs also to the subject, — 
what is repugnant to the predicate is repugnant also 
to the subject ; — the canon of the Extensive Syllogism 
being, — What belongs to the genus belongs also to 
the species and individual, — w^hat is repugnant to the 
genus is repugnant also to the species and individual. 
Each of these, however, in its more proximate appli- 
cation, is still further developed into a plurality of 
more explicit rules. In reference to Extensive Syllo- 
gism, the general law, or the Dictum de Omni et de 
Nullo (as it is technically called), is evolved into a 
series of rules, which have been multiplied to twelve, 
are usually recalled to six, but which, throwing out 
of account irregular and imperfect syllogism, may be 
conveniently reduced to three. These are, I. An Ex- 
tensive Categorical Deductive Syllogism must have 
three, and only three, terms, constituting three, and 
only three, propositions. II. The sumption must in 
quantity be definite, (t. e. universal or singular) ; the 
subsumption must in quality be afiirmative. III. The 
conclusion must correspond in quantity with the sub- 
sumption, and in quality with the sumption. The 
Lecture concluded with an explanation of these rules 
in detail. 

We have next to consider into what rules the law 
of Intensive or Comprehensive Syllogism is developed, 
in its more proximate application. Now, as the in- 
tensive and extensive syllogisms are always the coun- 
terparts of each other, the proximate rules of the 
two forms must, consequently, be either precisely 


Digitized by Coogle 



LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


315 


tlie same, or precisely the converse of each other, lect, 

^ XVII 

Accordingly, taking the three rules of extensive syllo- 1 

gisms, we find that the first law is also, without dif- 
ference, a rule of intensive syllogisms. But the second 
and third, to maintain them essential identity, must 
be externally converted ; for to change an extensive 
syllogism into an intensive, we must transpose the 
order or subordination of the two premises, and re- 
verse the reciprocal relation of the terms. The three 
general rules of an Intensive Categorical Deductive 
Syllogism wUl, therefore, stand as follows; — 


^ LXI. An Intensive Categorical Deductive lxi. 
Syllogism, that is, one of Depth, if regularly and int«niivo 
fully expressed, is governed by the three follow- 

. .. Syllogiam. 

mg rules. 

I. It must have three, and only three, Terms, 
constituting three, and only three. Propositions. 

II. Of the premises, the Sumption must in 
quality be Affirmative, and the Subsumption 
in quantity Definite, (that is, universal or sin- 
gular). 

III. The Conclusion must not exceed the Sump- 
tion in Quantity, and in Quality must agree with 
the Subsumption. 


In regard to the first of these rules, — the rule which ExpUc- 
is identical for syllogisms whether extensive or inten- Pint Rule, 
sive, — it is needless to say anything ; for all that I 
stated in regard to it under the first of these forms, 
is valid in regard to it under the second. 

I proceed to the second, which is, — The sumption Second 
must in quality be afiirmative, the subsumption must 
in quantity be definite, (that is, universal or singular). 
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And, here, we have to answer the question, — Why in 
an intensive syllogism must the sumption be affirma- 
tive in quality, the subsumption definite in quantity ? 
Let us take the following syllogism as explicated : — 

S comprehends M ; 

M does not comprehend P ; 

Therefore, S does not comprehend P. 

Prudence comprehends virtue ; 

But virtue does not comprehend blameworthy ; 

Therefore prudence does not comprehend blameworthy. 

Here all goes on regularly. We descend from the 
major term prudence to the middle term virtue, and 
from the middle term virtue to the minor term blame- 
worthy. But let us reverse the premises. We at once 
see that though there is still a discoverable meaning, 
it is not directly given, and that we must rectify and 
restore in thought what is perverse and preposterous 
in expression. In the previous example, the sumption 
is affirmative, the subsumption negative. Now let us 
take a negative sumption : — 

8 does not comprehend M ; 

But M comprehends P. 

Here there is no conclusion competent, for we can 
neither say S comprehends P, nor S does not compre- 
hend P. Or to take « concrete example, — 

Prudence does not comprehend learning ; 

But learning comprehends praiseworthy. 

We can draw, it is evident, no conclusion; for we 
can neither say, from the relation of the two proposi- 
tions, that Prudence comprehends praiseworthy, nor 
that Prudence does not comprehend praiseworthy. 

The reason why an extensive syllogism requires a 
universal sumption, and an intensive syllogism an 


Digitized by Google 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


317 


affirmative, and why the one requires an affirmative lect. 
and the other a definite subsumption, is the following. 

The condition common to both syllogisms is that the 
sumption should express a ride. But in the extensive 
syllogism this law is a universal rule, that is, a rule 
to which there is no exception ; but then it may be 
expressed either in an affirmative or in a negative 
form, whereas in the intensive syllogism this law is 
expressed as a position, — as a fact, and, therefore, 
admits only of an affirmative form, but, as it is not 
necessarily universal, it admits of limitations or ex- 
ceptions. This opposite character of the sumptions 
of the two forms of syllogisms is correspondent to 
the opposite character of their subsumptions. In the 
extensive syllogism, the subsumption is, and can only 
be, an affirmative declaration of the application of 
the sumption as a universal rule. In the intensive 
syllogism, the subsumption is either an affirmation or 
a negation of the application of the sumption as a 
positive law. Hence it is that in an intensive syllo- 
gism the major premise is necessarily an affirmative, 
whde the minor may be either an affirmative or a 
negative proposition. 

In regard to the second clause of the second rule, 
the reason why the subsumption in an intensive syllo- 
gism must be definite in quantity, is because it would 
otherwise be impossible to affirm or deny of each other 
the minor and the major terms in the conclusion. 

For example : — 

Sumption Prudence is a virtue, L e. Prudence comprehends 

virtue ; 

Subsumption... Some virtue is praiseworthy, i. e. Some virtue 
comprehends praiseworthy. 

From these we can draw no conclusion, for the inde- 


Digitized by Google 



318 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


lect. finite some virtue does not connect the major term 
prudence and the minor term praiseworthy into the 
necessary relation of whole and part. 

Third Rolf. In regard to the third rule — The conclusion must 
be correspondent in quantity with the sumption, and 
in quality with the subsumption — it is not necessary 
to say anything. Here, as in the extensive syllogism, 
the conclusion cannot be stronger than the weakest 
of its antecedents, that is, if any premise be negative 
the conclusion cannot but be negative also ; and if 
any premise be particular, the conclusion cannot but 
be particular likewise, and as a weaker quality is 
only found in the subsumption and a weaker quantity 
in the sumption, it follows that (as the rule declares) 
the conclusion is regulated by the sumption in re- 
gard to its quantity, and by the subsumption in 
regard to its quality. It is, however, evident, that 
though warranted to draw a universal conclusion from 
a general sumption, it is always competent to draw 
only a particular. 

ir. Indue So much for the proximate laws by which Cate- 

prit^syi. gorical Deductive Syllogisms are governed, when con- 

oginn». gi^ered as perfect and regular in external form. We 
shall, in the sequel, have to consider the special rules 
by which the varieties of Deductive Categorical Syl- 
logisms, as determined by their external form, are 
governed ; but at present we must proceed to the 
general consideration of the other class of categorical 
syllogisms afibrded by their internal form, — I mean 
those of Induction, the discussion of which I shall 
commence by the following paragraph. 

p»r. Lxii. 1 LXII. An Inductive Categorical SvHogism 

IniiuctiTO , . . , . , i* 1 

c»t«goric»i 18 a reasoning in which ■we argue from the notion 
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of all the constituent parts discretively, to the lect. 
notion of the constituted whole collectively. Its ^ 

^ Q 1 1 * 

general laws are identical with those of theJwhS!™’ 
Deductive Categorical Syllogism, and it may 
be expressed, in like manner, in the form either 
of an Intensive or of an Extensive Syllogism. 

We shall, in the sequel, have to consider more Tiie yiewa 

, of logicians 

particularly the nature and peculiarities of Logical regarding 

® the nature 

Induction when we come to treat of the Figure of of Logical 

, ^ Induction 

Syllogism, and when we consider the nature of Logi- erroneous, 
cal or Formal, in contrast to Philosophical or Real In> 
duction, under the head of Modified Logic. At pre- 
sent, I shall only say, that aU you will find in logical 
works of the character of logical induction is utterly 
erroneous; for almost all logicians, except Aristotle, 
consider induction, not as regulated by the necessary 
laws of thought, but as determined by the probabilities 
and presumptions of the sciences from which its matter 
has accidentally been borrowed. They have not con- 
sidered it, logically, in its formal, but only, extra- 
logically, in its material conditions. Thus, logicians 
have treated in Logic of the inductive inference from 
the parts to the whole, not as exclusively warranted 
by the law of Identity, in the convertibility of the 
whole and all its parts, but they have attempted to 
establish an illation from a few of these parts to the 
whole ; and this, either as supported by the general 
analogies of nature, or by the special presumptions 
afibrded by the several sciences of objective existence.® 

Logicians, with the exception of Aristotle, who is, The charac- 
however, very brief and unexplicit in his treatment of cal or For- 
this subject, have thus deformed their science, and Si 

Material, 

a Compare IHiaisaions, p. 160 . — Ed. Induction. 
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perplexed the very simple doctrine of logical induction, 
by confounding formal with material induction. All 
inductive reasoning is a reasoning from the parts to 
the whole ; but the reasoning from the parts to the 
whole in the various material or objective sciences, is 
very different from the reasoning from the parts to 
the whole in the one formal or subjective science of 
Logic. In the foimer, the illation is not simply 
founded on the law of Identity, in the convertibility 
of a whole and all its parts, but on certain presump- 
tions drawn from an experience or observation of the 
constancy of nature ; so that, in these sciences, the 
inference to the whole is rarely from aU, but generally 
from a small number of, its constituent parts ; conse- 
quently, in them, the conclusion is rarely in truth an 
induction properly so called, but a mixed conclusion, 
drawn on an inductive presumption combined with a 
deductive premise. For example, the physical philo- 
sopher thus reasons : — 

Thii, that, and the other magnet attract iron; 

Bid this, that, and the other magnet represent all magnets; 

Therefore, all magnets attract iron. 

Now, in this syllogism, the legitimacy of the minor 
premise. This, that, and the other magnet represent all 
magnets, is founded on the principle, that nature is 
uniform and constant, and, on this general principle, 
the reasoner is physically warranted in making a few 
parts equivalent to the whole. But this process is 
wholly incompetent to the logician. The logician 
knows nothing of any principles except the laws of 
thought. He cannot transcend the sphere of neces- 
sary, and pass into the sphere of probable, th inkin g ; 
nor can he bring back, and incorporate into his own 
formal science, the conditions which regulate the 
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procedure of the material sciences. This being the lect. 

^ o XVII 

case, induction is either not a logical process different — 

from deduction, for the induction of the objective 
philosopher, in so far as it is formal, is in fact deduc- 
tive ; or there must be an induction governed by 
other laws than those which warrant the induction 
of the objective philosopher. Now, if logicians had 
looked to their own science, and not to sciences with 
which, as logicians, they had no concern, they would 
have seen that there is a process of reasoning from 
the parts to the whole, as well as from the whole to 
the parts, that this process is governed by its own 
laws, and is equally necessary and independent as 
the other. The rule by which the Deductive Syllo- Cmom of 

•' tijo Doduc* 

gism is governed is, — What belongs, or does not «« Md in- 

r 1 ° , • • 1.11 1 doctiTO Syl- 

belong, to the contaming whole, belongs, or does not logitm*,- 

• 11 ^ 1 -iii ri •! mi for- 

belong, to each and all of the contained parts, ihe m»i. ' 
rule by which the Inductive Syllogism is governed 
is, — What belongs, or does not belong, to all the 
constituent parts, belongs, or does not belong, to the 
constituted whole. These rules exclusively deter- • 
min e all formal inference ; whatever transcends or 
violates them, transcends or violates Logic. Both are 
equally absolute. It would be not less illegal to infer, 
by the deductive syllogism, an attribute belonging 
to the whole of something it was not conceived to 
contain as a part ; than, by the inductive, to conclude 
of the whole what is not conceived as a predicate of 
aU its constituent parts. In either case, the con- 
sequent is not thought as determined by the ante- 
cedent ; the premises do not involve the conclusion.® 

To take the example previously adduced, as an 

a [Cf. Krng, Logik, §§ 166, 167 ; lionalu, §§ 477, 478 ; Scotns,] [Qum- 
Sanderson, Compendium Log. Artis, tionesin An. Prior., L. ii. q. viii. p. 

L. iii. 0 . X. p. U2; Wolf, Phil. Jta- 316, ed. 610. — Ed.] 

VOL. I. X 


Digitized by Coogle 


322 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. 

XVII. 


Thea« re»- 
■oniogf il- 
luitnted. 


Objection 

obviated. 


illustration of a material or philosophical induction, 
it would be thus expressed as a formal or logical in- 
duction : — 

This, that, and the other magnet aitrael iron ; 

But this, that, and the other magnet are all magnets ; 

Therefore, all magnets attract iron. 

Here the inference is determined exclusively by a law 
of thought. In the subsumption it is said — This, 
that, and the other magtiet are aU magnets. This 
means, This, that, and the other magnet are, that is, 
constitvie, or rather, are conceived to constitute, all 
magnets, that is, the whole — the class — the genus 
magnet. If, therefore, explicitly enounced, it will be 
as follows : — This, that, and the other magnet are con- 
ceived to constitute the whole class magnet. The con- 
clusion is — Therefore, all magnets attract iron. This, 
if explicated, will give — Therefore the whole class 
magnet is conceived to attract iron. The whole syllo- 
gism, therefore, as a logical induction, will be : — 

This, that, and the other magnet attract iron ; 

But this, that, and the other magnet are conceived to constitute 
the genus magnet ; 

Therefore, the genus magnet attracts iron. 

It is almost needless to advert to an objection, which, 
I see, has misled Whately among others. It may be 
said, that the minor, This, tkat,and the other magnet are 
all magnets, is manifestly false. This is a very super- 
ficial objection. It is very true that neither here, nor 
indeed in almost any of our inductions, is the state- 
ment objectively correct, — that the enumerated parti- 
culars are really equivalent to the whole or class which 
they constitute, or in which they are contained. But 
as an objection to a logical syllogism, it is wholly 
incompetent, as wholly extralogical. For the logician 
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has a right to suppose any material impossibility, any lect. 

material falsity ; he takes no account of what is ob- 1- 

jectively impossible or false, and has a right to assume 
what premises he please, provided that they do not 
involve a contradiction in terms. In the example in 
question, the subsumption — This, that, and the other 
magnet are all magnets — has been already explained 
to mean not that they really are so, but merely that 
they are so thought to be. It is only on the sup- 
position of this, that, and the other magnet being 
conceived to constitute the class magnet, that the 
inference proceeds, and, on this supposition, it will not 
be denied that the inference is necessary. I stated fotouIib 
that an inductive syllogism is equally competent intWeSyiS^ 
comprehension and in extension. For example, let us SZproben- 
suppose that x, y, z represent parts, and the letters &u^ioo. 
A and B wholes, and we have the following formula 
of an inductive syllogism in Comprehension : — 

X, y, z constitute A ; 

A comprehends B ; 

Therefore, x, y, z compreheniT'B. 

This, if converted into an extensive syllogism, by 
transposing the premises and reversing the copula, 
gives : — 

A is contained under B; 

X, y, z constitute A ; 

Therefore, x, y, z are contahicd under B. 

But in this syllogism, it is evident that the premises 
are in an unnatural order. W e must not, therefore, here 
transpose the premises, as we do in converting a de- 
ductive categorical of comprehension into one of ex- 
tension. We may obtain an inductive syllogism in 
two different forms, and in either comprehension or 
extension, according as the parts stand for the major. 
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LKCT. or for the middle term. If the minor term is formed 

1- of the parts, it is evident there is no induction ; for in 

this case they only constitute that quantity of the 
syllogism which is always a part, and never a whole. 
Let X, y, z represent the parts ; where not superseded 
by X, y, z, S will represent the major term in a com- 
prehensive, and the minor term in an extensive, syllo- 
gism ; P wiU represent the major term in an exten- 
sive, and the minor term in a comprehensive, syllo- 
gism ; and M the middle term in both. I shall, first, 
take the Inductive Syllogism of Comprehension. 


First Case, — (The parts hold- 
ing the place of the major 
term S). 

X, y, z comtitiUe M ; 

M comprehends P ; 

Therefore, x, y, z eomjirdhend P. 


Second Case, — (The parts hold- 
ing the place of the middle 
term). 

S comprehends x, y, zj 
X, y, z constitute P; 

Therefore, S comprehends P. 


Again, in the Inductive Syllogism of Extension : — 


First Case, — (The parts holding 
the place of the major term P). 
X, y, z constitute M ; 

S is contained under M ; 
Therefore, S is contained under 
X. J'l X- 


Second Case, — (The parts hold- 
ing the place of the middle 
term). 

X, y, z are contained under P ; 
X, y, z constitute S ; 

T?terefore,S is contained underF. 


whatciy Before leaving this subject, I may notice that the 
erroneoujly doctrine of logical induction maintained by Whately 
Inductive and many others, diverges even more than that of the 
n^uctive older logicians from the truth, inasmuch as it makes 
this syllogism a deductive syllogism, of which the 
sumption, which is usually understood and not ex- 
pressed, is always substantially the same — viz. “ What 
belongs (or does not belong) to the individuals we 
have examined belongs (or does not belong) to the 
whole class under which they are contained.” This 
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doctrine was first, I think, introduced by Wolf,® for lect. 
the previous logicians viewed the subsumption as the ^ 

1 1 <1 1 . T . Doctrine of 

common, and, therefore, the suppressed premise, this the owcr lo- 
premise always stating that the individuals or parti- 
culars enumerated made up the class under which 
they were severally contained.^ For example, in the 
instance from the magnet we have already taken, the 
subsumption would be — This, that, and the other mag- 
net and so forth, are the whole class magnet. This con«ct u 
doctrine of the older logicians is correct as far as it ^ ’ 
goes ; and to make it absolutely correct, it would only 
have been necessary to have established the distinc- 
tion between the logical induction as governed by the 
a priori conditions of thought, and philosophical in- 
duction as legitimated by the a posteriori conditions 
of the matter about which the inquiry is conversant. 

This, however, was not done, and the whole doctrine 
of logical induction was corrupted and confounded by 
logicians introducing into their science the considera- 
tion of various kinds of matter, and admitting as 
logical an induction supposed imperfect, that is, one 
in which there was inference to the whole from some 
only of the constituent parts. This Imperfect Induction Doctrins of 
they held in contingent matter to be contingent, — iXSot. 


a [Cf. Wolf, Philompkia Ration- 
oHm, § 479, first ed. 1728. So, before 
Wolf, Schnunm, ArittoL Philot. 
Prindpia, p. 27, ed. Helmet., 1718: 
“ Indnctione ex maltu singulanboa 
ooUigitnr aniverssle sapposito loco 
msjoris propositionis boo csnone : — 
Qoioqoid competit omnibos pertibas, 
boo competit toti ; in into (Entby- 
memete) rel major vel minor pne- 
miasarum, in hoc (Indnctione) sem- 
per major propoeitio snbintelligitnr.” 
Refers as follows — " De Induclione, 
Philot. Altorf., Disp. xxiv. p. 262 rt 
ttq.’’ See also Crakanthorpe, 


o. XX. p. 217, ed. 1677.] [Cf. Diaau- 
tiont, p. 170, note.— ii.] 

0 [On Induction in general, see 
Zabarella, Tabulcc in An. Prior., p. 
170 et teq., Optra Logica, (Appen- 
dix) ; Molinjsns, ElemaUa Logioa, 
L. i. 0 . ii. p. 99 ; Isendoorn, Curttu 
Logiau, L. iii. q. ii p. 361 ; Crellios, 
Itagogt, L. iii c. XI. p. 254 ; Kecker- 
mann. Opera, t. i pp. 259, 763; 
Lambert, Kaut Organon, i §| 286, 
287, p. 183 ; Engenios, A<ryuH), p. 
410; Jo. Fr. Picas Mirandulanus,] 
[Opera, Examen Doct. Vanit. OenL, 
L. y. p. 746 el teq. — En.] 
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Bacon at 
fault In hif 
criticism of 
Aristotlo's 
doctrine of 
Induction. 


B. Condi' 
tional Syllo* 
nimf. 

1. DUjunc- 
tive. 


Par.LXIII. 
A DisjunC' 
tiTc syllo- 
gism,— 

what. 


in necessary matter to be necessary ; as if a logical 
inference were not in all cases necessary, and only 
necessary as governed by the necessary laws of 
thought. This misapprehension of the nature of 
logical or formal induction, and of its difference from 
philosophical or material induction, has been the 
reason why Bacon is at fault in his criticism of Aris- 
totle’s doctrine. For, looking only at the doctrine 
of the inductive syllogism given by Aristotle in the 
Organon, and not perceiving that the question there 
was only concerning the nature of induction as gov- 
erned by the laws of thought, he forthwith assumed 
that this was the induction practised by the Stagirite 
in his study of nature, and, in the teeth both of the pre- 
cept and of the practice of the philosopher, condemned 
the Aristotelic induction in the mass, as flying at 
once to general principles from the hasty enumeration 
of a few individual instances. Induction, as I men- 
tioned, will, however, once and again, engage our atten- 
tion in the sequel; but I have thought it proper to be 
somewhat explicit, that you might carry with you a 
clearer conception of the nature of this process, as con- 
trasted with the process of the Deductive Syllogism. 

Having terminated the general consideration of 
Categorical Syllogisms, Deductive and Inductive, I 
now proceed to the next class of Reasonings afibrded 
by the internal form ; I mean the class of Disjimctive 
Syllogisms. 

H LXIII. A Disjunctive Syllogism is a reason- 
ing, whose form is determined by the law of 
Excluded Middle, and whose sumption is accord- 
ingly a disjunctive proposition, either of Con- 
tradiction (as, A is either B or not B) — or of 
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Contraxiety (as, A is either B, or C, or D). In 
such a judgment it is enounced, that B or not 
B, or that B, C, or D, as opposite notions taken 
together and constituting a totality, are each of 
them a possible, and one or other of them a 
necessary, predicate of A. To determine which 
of these belongs, or does not belong to A, the 
subsumption must either affir m one of the predi- 
cates, and the conclusion, eo ipso, consequently, 
deny the other or others ; or it must deny one 
or more of them, and thus necessitate in the con- 
clusion, either the determinate affirmation of the 
other, or the indeterminate affirmation of the 
others. A Disjunctive Syllogism is thus either 
Affirmative, constituting the Modtis ponens, or 
Modus ponendo tollens, or Negative, constituting 
the Modus toUens, or Modus toUendo ponens. 

In each of these modes there are two cases, 
which I comprehend in the following nmemonic 
verses : — 

(A) AFFiRMATrvB, or Modus ponendo tollens : — 

] . Fallertt aut fallor ; fallor ; non falleris ergo. 

2. Falleria aut fallor ; tu falleria ; ergo ego nedutn. 

(B) Negative, or Modus tollendo ponens : — 

1. Falleris aut fallor ; non fallor ; falleris ergo.“ 

2. Falleris aut fallor ; non falleris ; ergo ego fallor. 

In illustration of this paragraph, I have defined a 
disjimctive syllogism, one whose form is determined 
by the law of Excluded Middle, and whose sumption 
is, accordingly, a disjunctive proposition. I have not, 
as logicians in general do, defined it directly, — a syllo- 
gism whose major premise is a disjunctive proposition. 
For though it be true that every disjunctive syllogism 

a This line is from Pnrchot, The others ere the Author's own. — 
ItuiiL Philot, Logica, t. i. p. 184, £d. 
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has a disjunctive major premise, the converse is not 
true ; for every syllogism that has a disjunctive 
sumption is not, on that account, necessarily a dis- 
junctive syllogism. For a disjunetive syllogism only 
emerges, when the conclusion has reference to the 
relation of reciprocal affirmation and negation subsist- 
ing between the disjunct members in the major pre- 
mise, — a condition not, however, contained in the 
mere existence of the disjunctive sumption.” For 
example, in the syllogism : — 

B is either C or D ; 

Btd A B ; 

Therefore, A is either C or D. 


This syllogism is as much a reasoning determined, 
not by the law of Excluded Middle, but solely by the 
law of Identity, as the following : — 

B is C. 

A is B. 

Therefore, At s C. 

For in both we conclude, — C (in one, C or D) is an 
attribute o/B ; hut B w an attribute of A ; therefore, 
C (C or D) is an attribute of A, — a process, in either 
case, regulated exclusively by the law of Identity.^ 
This being premised, I proceed to a closer con- 
sideration of the nature of this reasoning, and shall, 
first, give you a general notion of its procedure; then, 
secondly, discuss its principle ; and, thirdly, its con- 
stituent parts. 

i;. (icnonj 1°. The general form of the Disjunctive Syllogism 

DiKiunctiTe may bo given in the following scheme, in which you 

Syllogiim. 

a Cf. Soheibler, Opera Logica, tione." — E d. 

Pars iv. p. 553 : “ Nequo enim syl- $ Sigwart, pp. 164, 157. [Hand- 
logismos disjunctus semper est, cam buck rur Vorlesungen iiberdic Lmjik, 
propositio est disjonctiva, sod cum vmH. C. W. Sigwart, 3ded.,Tilbin- 
tota qiuvstio diei<onitur in proposi- gen, 1833, ^ 245, 248 . — Ed.] 
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will observe there is a common sumption to the neca- lkct. 
tive and afiirmative modes : — 1- 

A is either B or C. 

Affirmative, or Modus pon- 

ENDO TOLLENS 

Now A is B) 

Therefore, A is riot C. 


. ». Formula 

Negative, op Modus tollendo wtiT 

PONENS — 

Now A is not B ; 

Therefore, A is C. 


two diljuDCt 
members. 


Or, in a concrete example : — 

Sempronius is either honest or dishonest. 


Affirmative, op Modus pon- 
endo toixens — 

Now Sempronius is honest ; 
Therefore, Sempronius is not 
dishonest. 


Negative, op Modus tollendo 

PONENS — 

Now Sempronius is not honest ; 
Therefore, Sempronius is dis- 
honest. 


“ This formula is, however, only calculated for the b. Pommii 
case in which there are only two disjunct members, gism with 
that is, for the case of negative or contradictory op-two<u^ct 
position ; for if the disjunct members are more than 
two, that is, if there is a positive or contrary opposi- 
tion, there is then a twofold or manifold employment 
of the Modus -ponendo tollens and Modus toUendo 
ponens, according as the affirmation and negation is 
determinate or indeterminate. If, in the Modus po- 
nendo toUens, one disjunct member is determinately 
affirmed, then all the others are denied ; and if several 
disjunct members are indeterminately affirmed except 
one, then only that one is denied. If, in the Modus 
tollendo ponens, a single member of the disjunction be 
denied, then some one of the others is indetermin- 
ately affirmed ; and if several be denied, so that one 
alone is left, then this one is determinately affirmed.” “ 

This will appear more clearly from the following for- 
mulae. Let the common Sumption both of the Modus 
ponendo tollens and Modus toUendo ponens be : — 

a Evaer, Logik, § 93, p. 180. — Eo. 
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A is either BorCorJ). 

I. Tue Modus Posendo Tollens — 

First Case. A is either P or C or D ; 

Note A M P ; 

Thercfitre, A is neither C nor I). 

Second Case. A is either P or C or D ; 

Now A is either P or C ; 

Therefore, A is not D. 

II. The Modus Tollendo Posens. 

First Case. A is either P or C or D ; 

Now A is not P ; 

Therefore, A is either C or D. 

Second Case. A is either P or C or D ; 

Now A is neither P nor C ; 

Ttierefore, A is D. 

Or, to take these in concrete exampl&s, let the Com- 
mon Sumption be : — 

The ancients were in genius either superior to the moderns, or 
inferior, or equal. 

I. The Modus Ponendo Tollens. 

F'irst Case. The ancients were in genius either superior to the 
modems, or inferior, or equal ; 

Now the ancients were superior ; 

Therefore, the ancients were neither inferior nor 
equal. 

Second Case. The ancients were in genius cither superior to the 
modems, or inferior, or equal ; 

Now the ancients were either superior or e/pial ; 
Therefore, the ancients were not inferior. 

II. The Modus Tollendo Ponens. 

First Case. The ancients were in genius either superior to the 
modems, or inferior, or equal ; 

Note the ancients were not inferior ; 

Therefore,the ancients were either superior or equal. 
Second Case. The ancients were in genius either superior to the 
modems, or inferior, or equal ; 

Now the ancients were neither inferior nor equal; 
Therefore, the ancients were sujwrior. 


LBCT. 

XVII. 
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Such is a general view of its procedure. Now, 2°, lect. 

for its principle. !- 

“If the essential character of the Disjunctive Syllo- dplToVtho 
gism consist in this, — that the affirmation or negation, 
or, what is a better expression, the position or subla- 
tion, of one or other of two contradictory attributes 
follows from the subsumption of the opposite ; — there 
is necessarily implied in the disjunctive process, that, 
when of two opposite predicates the one is posited or 
affirmed, the other is sublated or denied; and that, 
when the one is sublated or denied, the other is 
posited or affirmed. But the proposition, — ^that of 
two repugnant attributes, the one being posited, the 
other must be sublated, and the one being sublated, 
the other must be posited, — is at once manifestly the 
law by which the disjunctive syllogism is governed, 
and manifestly only an application of the law of Ex- 
cluded Middle. For the Modus ponendo tollens there 
is the special rule, — If the one character be posited, 
the other character is sublated ; and for the Modus 
tollendo ponens there is the special rule, — If the one 
character be sublated, the other character is posited. 

The law of the disjunctive syllogism is here enounced, 
only in reference to the case in which the members 
of disjunction are contradictorily opposed. An oppo- 
sition of contrariety is not of purely logical concern- 
ment; and a disjunctive syllogism with characters 
opposed in contrariety, in fact, consists of as many 
pure disjunctive syllogisms as there are opposing pre- 
dicates.”® 


3°. I now go on to the third and last matter of 8°.Theie»«- 
consideration, — the several parts of a Disjunctive DiirnirtWe* 
Syllogism. 


a Eiuer, Lo^ik, $ 04.— Es. 
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LECT. “ The question concerning the special laws of a dis- 

^ junctive syllogism, or, what is the same thing, what 

is the original and necessary form of a disjunctive 
syllogism, as determined by its general principle or 
law, — this question may be asked, not only in refer- 
ence to the whole syllogism, l^ut likewise in reference 
to its several parts. The original and necessary form 
of a disjunctive syllogism consists, as we have seen, 
in the reciprocal position or sublation of contradic- 
tory characters, by the subsumption of one or other. 
Hence it follows, that the disjunctive syllogism must, 
like the categorical, involve a threefold judgment — 
viz. 1®, A judgment in which a subject is determined 
by two contradictory predicates ; 2® A judgment in 
which one or other of the opposite predicates is sub- 
sumed, that is, is affirmed, either as existent or non- 
existent; and. S'*, A judgment in which the final 
decision is enounced concerning the existence or non- 
existence of one of the repugnant or reciprocally ex- 
clusive predicates. But in these three propositions, 
as in the three propositions of a categorical syllogism, 
there can only be three principal notions — viz. the 
notion of a subject, and the notion of two contradic- 
tory attributes, which are generally enounced in the 
sumption, and of which one is posited or sublated 
in the subsumption, in order that in the conclusion 
the other may be sublated or posited. The case ot 
contrary opposition is, as we have seen, easily re- 
conciled and reduced to that of contradictory oppo- 
sition.” “ The laws of the several parts of a disjunctive 
syllogism, or more properly the original and necessary 
form of these several parts, are given in the following 
paragraph : — 

a Eascr, Lwjik, § 95. — Eu. 
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t LXIV. — 1°, A regular and perfect Disjunc- ^ct. 
tive Syllogism must have three propositions, in ^ 
which, if the sumption be simple and the disiunc- Th®' Un of 

• 1 1 • 1 1 1 ^ • • 1 *' • Dinunc- 

tion piurely logical, only three principal notions sylio- 
can be found. 

2°, The Sumption, in relation to its quantity 
and quality, is always uniform, being Universal 
and Affirmative ; but the Subsumption is suscep- 
tible of various forms in both relations. 

3°, The Conclusion corresponds in quantity 
with the sulisumption, and is opposed to it in 
quality.® 


The first rule is, — A regular and perfect disjunctive E*pii<»- 
syllogism must have three prop<»itions, in which, if Role, 
the sumption be simple and the disjunction purely 
logical, only three principal notions can be found. 

“ Like the categorical syllogism, the disjunctive con- 
sists of a sumption, constituting the general rule ; of 
a subsumption, containing its application ; and of a 
conclusion, expressing the judgment inferred. Dis- 
junctive syllogisms are, therefore, true and genuine 
reasonings ; and if in the sumption the disjunction 
be contradictory, there are in the syllogism only three 
principal notions. In the case of contrary disjunc- 
tions, there may, indeed, appear a greater number 
of notions; but as such syllogisms are in reality 
composite, and are made up of a plurality of syllo- 
gisms with a contradictory disjunction, this objection 
to the truth of the rule is as little valid as the cir- 
cumstance, that the subject in the sumption is some- 
times twofold, threefold, fourfold, or manifold ; as, for 
example, in the sumption — John, James, Thomas, are 

a Easer, 1. e. Krug, Zcgii, § 86. — Eo. 


Digitized by Coogk 



334 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


LEOT. 

XVII. 


Second 

Rule. 


Third Role. 


either virtuous or vicious. For this is a copulative 
proposition, which is composed of three simple pro- 
positions — viz., John is, &c. If, therefore, there be 
such a sumption at the head of a disjunctive syllogism, 
it is in this case, likewise, composite, and may be 
analysed into as many simple syllogisms with three 
principal notions, as there are simple propositions into 
which the sumption may be resolved.”® 

The second rule is, — The sumption is, in relation 
to its quantity and quality, always uniform, — being 
universal and aflSrmative; but the subsumption is 
susceptible of different forms in both relations. If 
we look, indeed, to the subject alone, it may seem to 
be possibly equally general or particular ; for we can 
equally say of somA as of aZZ A that they are either 
B or C. But as all universality is relative, and as the 
sumption is always more extensive or more compre- 
hensive than the subsumption, it is thus true that the 
sumption is always general. Again, looking to the 
predicate, or, as it is complex, to the predicates alone, 
they, as exclusive of each other, appear to involve a 
negation. But in looking at the whole proposition, 
that is, at the subject, the copula, and the predicates 
in connection, we see at once that the copula is 
affirmative, for the negation involved in the predicates 
is confined to that term alone.^ 

In regard to the third rule, which enounces, — That 
the conclusion should have the same quantity with the 
subsumption, but an opposite quality, — it is requisite 

a Krug, Lo^l, t. c. — Ed. 676.] [“ Propositio Disjunctiva nul- 

0 See Krag, LogOc, | 86, Anm. 2. lun hsbet qumntitstem nisi nuunm 
— Bi. [Bachmann, Loffii, | 141, p. partinm . . . eient Propoeitio 

354. Con/ro Tweaten, Logik, § Hypothetica habet tantum quanti- 
137, ed. 1826, p. 119. Easer, Logik, tatem Bnanun partium.” Seeabove, 

§ 95. Derodon, Logica EalUula, p. p. 247, and p. 248, note a.— Ei>.] 
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to say nothing, as the first clause is only a special lkct. 

application of the rule common to all syllogisms that 1- 

the conclusion can contain nothing more than the 
premises, and must, therefore, follow the weaker part ; 
and the second is self-evident, as only a special appli- 
cation of the principle of Excluded Middle, for, on this 
law, if one contradictory be affirmed in the subsump- 
tion, the other must be denied in the conclusion, and 
if one contradictory be denied in the subsumption, 
the other must be affirmed in the conclusion. 


The Disjunctive, like every other species of syllo- The pi§- 
gism, may be either a reasoning in the quantity of^^L 
Comprehension, or a reasoning in the quantity of Ex- 
tension. The contrast, however, of these two quan- 
tities is not manifested in the same signal manner in 
the disjunctive as in the categorical deductive syllo- 
gism, more especially of the first figure. In the cate- 
gorical deductive syllogism, the reasonings in the two 
counter quantities are obtrusively distinguished by a 
complete conversion, not only of the internal signifi- 
cance, but of the external appearance of the syllogism. 

For not only do the relative terms change places in 
the relation of whole and part, but the consecution of 
the antecedents is reversed ; the minor premise in 
the one syllogism becoming the major premise in the 
other. This, however, is not the case in disjunctive 
syllogisms. Here the same proposition is, in both 
quantities, always the major premise ; and the whole 
change that takes place in converting a disjunctive 
syllogism of the one quantity into a disjunctive syllo- 
gism of the other, is in the silent reversal of the copula 
from one of its meanings to another. This, however, 
as it determines no apparent diflerence in single pro- 
positions, and as the disjunctive sumption remains 
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LKCT. always the same proposition, out of which the sub- 

1- sumption and the conclusion are evolved, in the one 

quantity as in the other, — the reversal of the sump- 
tion, from extension to comprehension, or from com- 
prehension to extension, occasions neither a real nor 
Ex»»ri«. an apparent change in the syllogism. Take, for ex- 
ample, the disjunctive syllogism ; — 

Plato is either htamed or unlearned ; 

' But Plato is learned ; 

Therefore, Plato is not unlearned. 

Now let US explicate this into an intensive and into 
an extensive syllogism. As an Intensive Syllogism it 
will stand : — 

Pluto comprehends either the attribute learned or the atfrilmte 
unlearned ; 

But Plato ramprehends the attribute learned ; 

Therefore, ^c. 

As an Extensive Syllogism it will stand : — 

Plato is contained either under the class learned, or umler the 
class unlearned ; 

But Plato is contained under the doss learned ; 

Therefore, ^e. 

From this it appears, that, though the difference of 
reasoning in the several quantities of comprehension 
and extension obtains in disjunctive, as in all other 
syllogisms, it does not, in the disjunctive syllogism, 
determine the same remarkable change in the external 
construction and consecution of the parts, which it 
does in categorical syllogisms. 
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LECTURE XVIII. 

8TOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II. — OP THE PRODUCTS OP THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OP REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
INTERNAL PORM. 

B. CONDITIONAL — HYPOTHETICAL AND HYPOTHETICO- 
DISJUNCTIVE. 

Having now considered Categorical and Disjunctive lect. 

Syllogisms, the next class of Reasonings afforded by L 

the difference of Internal or Essential Form is the 
Hypothetical ; and the general nature of these syllo- 
gisms is expressed in the following paragraph : — 


t LXV. An Hypothetical Syllogism is a rea- p«r. lxv. 
soning whose form is determined by the law of 
Reason and Consequent. It is, therefore, regu- 
lated by the two principles of which that law is ' 
the complement, — the one, — With the reason, 
the consequent is afiirmed ; the other, — With the 
consequent, the reason is denied : and these two 
principles severally afford the condition of its Af- 
firmative or Constructive, and of its Negative or 
Destructive, form {Modus ponens et Modus tol- 
lens). The sumption or general rule in such a 
syllogism is necessarily an hypothetical proposi- 
tion {1/ A- is, then B is). In such a proposition 

VOL. I, Y 
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it is merely enounced that the prior member (A) 
and the posterior member (B) stand to each other 
in the relation of reason and eonsequent, if exist- 
ing, but without it being determined whether 
they really exist or not. Such determination 
must follow in the subsumption and conclusion ; 
and that, either by the absolute affirmation of the 
antecedent in the subsumption, and the illative 
affirmation of the consequent in the conclusion (the 
modus pollens); or by the absolute negation of 
the consequent in the subsumption, and the illa- 
tive negation of the antecedent in the conclusion 
(the modus tollens).'^ The general form of an hypo- 
thetical syllogism^ is, therefore, the following: — 


Common Sumption — If A. is, then B m/ 

1 , 2 , 

Modus Ponens : Modus Toixens : 

But A is ; But B is twt ; 

Therefwe, B is. Therefore, A is not. 

Or, 

A B 

1) Modu8 Ponens — Si poteris possum; sed tu potes; ergo ego possum. 

B A 

2) Modus Tollens — Si poteris possum; non possum; necpotes ergo.t 


In illustrating this paragraph, I shall consider, 1°, 
This speeies of syllogism in general ; 2°, Its peculiar 
principle ; and, 3°, Its special laws. 


[a For tue of terms ponens uid 
tollevs, see Boethius, Dt SyUogismo 
Ilypolhetico, Opera, p. 611; Wolf, 
Phil. Rat., § 40C-410. M&rk Dun- 
can uses the terms “a positione ad 
positionem,” and “a remotione ad 
remotionem.”] [InstUutionet Logiem, 
L. iv. c. 6, 8 4, p. 240. Cf. p. 243, 
Salmnrii, 1812 . — Ed.] 
a [On the Hypothetical Syllogism 
in general, see Ammonins, In de In- 
Urp,, Promm., f. 3, Venetiis, 1646 ; 
Philoponns, In Anal. Prior., i. c. 


2.3, f. 60, Venet., 1536; Magentinns, 
In Anal. Prior., f. 16 b; Alex. 
Aphrodisiensis, In Anal. Prior., ff. 
87, 88, 109, 130, Aid., 1520; In To- 
piea, f. 66, Aid., 1513; Anonymous 
Author, On Syllogisms, f. 44, ed. 
1536 ; Schelbler, Opera Logiea, pars 
iv. p. 648 ; Bolzano, Wissenschafts- 
lehre, Logik, ii. p. 560; Waitz, Or- 
ganon, In An. Prior., L c. 23.] 

7 These lines are the Author’s 
own. — Ed. 
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1°, “ every other species of simple syllogism lect. 
the Hypothetical is made up of three propositions, — 
a sumption, a subsumption, and a conclusion. There JhetiSFJji. 
must, in the lirst place, be an hypothetical proposition 
holding the place of a general rule, and from this pro- 
position the other parts of the syllogism must be de- 
duced. This first proposition, therefore, contains a 
sumption. But as this proposition contains a relative 
and correlative member, — one member, the relative 
clause, enouncing a thing as conditioning ; the other, 
the correlative clause, enouncing a thing as condi- 
tioned ; and as the whole proposition enounces merely 
the dependency between these relatives, and judges 
nothing in regard to their existence considered apart 
and in themselves, — this enouncement must be made 
in a second proposition, which shall take out of the 
sumption one or other of its relatives, and categori- 
cally enounce its existence or its non-existence. This 
second proposition contains, therefore, a subsumption ; 
and, through this subsumption, a judgment is likewise 
determined, in a third proposition, with regard to the 
other relative. This last proposition, therefore, con- 
tains the conclusion proper of the syllogism. 

“ But as the sumption in an hypothetical syllogism in an h3rpo- 
contains two relative clauses, — an antecedent and a lo^Bm tS™ 
consequent, — it, therefore, appears double; and as L“two(owT“* 
either of its two members may be taken in the sub- reasoning, 
sumption, there is, consequently, competent a twofold 7 m 
kind of reasoning. For we can either, in the first place, 
conclude from the truth of the antecedent to the truth 
of the consequent ; or, in the second place, conclude 
from the falsehood of the consequent to the falsehood 
of the antecedent. The former of these modes of hypo- 
thetical inference constitutes what is sometimes called 
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LECT. the Constintctiue HypotJietical, but more properly the 
Modus Ponens : — the latter what is sometimes called 
the Destructive Hypothetical, but more properly the 
Modus Tollens.'”^ As examples of the two modes : — 

Modus Ponens — If Socrates he virtuous, he merits esteem ; 
But Socrates is virtuous ; 

Therefore, he merits esteem. 

Modus Tollons — If Socrates be virtuous, he merits esteem ; 

But Socrates does not merit esteem ; 
Therefore, he is not virtuousS 


So much for the character of the Hj^othetical Syl- 
logism in general. I now proceed to consider its 
peculiar principle. 

2 *, lu p«cu- 2°, “ If the essential nature of an Hypothetical 
ci^ie,-”he Syllogism consist in this> — that the subsumption 
affirms or denies one or other of the two parts of a 
CoiuesacDt. Standing to each other in the relation of the 

thing conditioning and the thing conditioned, it will 
be the law of an hypothetical syllogism, that, — If the 
condition or antecedent be affirmed, so also must 
be the conditioned or consequent, and if the condi- 
tioned or consequent be denied, so likewise must be 
the condition or antecedent. But this is manifestly 


a Krug, Ijogik, § 81, Anm. I, p. 

Compare Eaeer, Logik, § 90, 
p. 172 .— Ed. 

0 [Nomenclature of Theophraetus, 
Endemue, and other Peripatetica, in 
regard to H 3 rpothetical Syllogiain, in 
oontraat with that of the Stoic*. 

npiy/iara, eohpara, <tmral (I’eri- 
I>atetic), are called by the Stoics 
respectively, wyxdrerro, U^pisi, 
Acord. 

Take this Hypothetical Syllo- 
gism:— 

If it U day, tkt nail m the earth ; 

But it it day ; 

Thtrrfdrt, the nn it m the earth. 


Here, Ifithe day, is called rt itytie- 
ptyoy, both by Peripatetics and by 
Stoics ; the sun it on the earth, is 
called rh Mptyoy by Peripatetics, ri 
hiiyoy by Stoics. The whole. If it be 
day, the tun it on the earth, is called 
rt amnipLitiyar by Peripatetics, rb 
rpowiK6y by Stoics : But it it day, is 
^frdAe^if to Peripatetica, vpiokrrkis 
to Stoics. Ther^ore the sun is on 
the earth is avpcripaapa to Peripate- 
tics, hst^opi to Stoics. See Philopo- 
nns. In Altai. Prior., L. i. c. 23, f. 
60 a, ed. Venet. 1536; Brandis, 
.Scholia, p. 169. Cf. Anonymous 
Author, On SyUogitmt, f. 44.] 
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nothing else than the law of Sufficient Reason or of lbct. 

o XVIII 

Reason and Consequent.”* The principle of this 1 

syllogism is thus variously enounced, — Posita condi- ^Iloced. 
tiom, ponitur conditionatum ; sublato conditionato, 
tollitur conditio. Or otherwise, — A rcUione ad ra- 
tionatum, a negaiione rationati ad negationem ra- 
tionis, valet consequentia. The one alternative of 
either rule being regulative of the modus ponens, the 
other of the modus tollens.^ 

“But here it may be asked, why, as we conclude why w® 
from the truth of the antecedent to the truth of the ciud® from 


consequent (a rations ad rationatum), and from the 
falsehood of the consequent to the falsehood of the 
antecedent (o negations rationati ad negationem ra- 
tionis), can we not conversely conclude from the truth 
of the consequent to the truth of the antecedent, and 
from the falsehood of the antecedent to the falsehood 
of the consequent 1 In answer to this question, it is 
manifest that this could be validly done, only on the 
following supposition — viz., if every consequent had 
only one possible antecedent ; and if, from an ante- 
cedent false as considered absolutely and in itself, it 
were impossible to have consequents true as facts. 

“ Thus, in the first place, it is incompetent to con- 
clude, that because B exists, that is, because the con- 
sequent member of the sumption, considered as an 
absolute proposition, is true, therefore the supposed rea- 
son A exists, that is, therefore the alleged antecedent 
member must be true ; for B may have other reasons 
besides A, such as C or D. In like manner, in the 
second place, we should not be warranted to infer, that 
because the supposed reason A is unreal, and the 


the ooDBe* 
quent to tho 
troth of the 
antecedent, 
and from the 
faleehood of 
the antece* 
dent to the 
faleebood of 
the coiue* 
quont. 


a Eeser, Loijik, § 91, p. 174.— See Kant, Logik, §| 75, 76. 

Ed. logik, 9 82.— £i>. 
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LECT. antecedent member false, therefore the result B is also 
xviii^ unreal, and the consequent member false ; for the 
existence of B might be determined by many other 
reasons than A.” “ For example : — 

If there are sharpers in the company we ought not to gamble ; 

But there are no sharpers in the company; 

Therefore, we ought to gamble. 

Here the conclusion is as false as if we conversely in- 
ferred, that because we ought not to gamble, thei-e are 
sharpers in the room. 

conTonion “ Logicians have given themselves a world of pains 
in the discovery of general rules for the conversion 
syiiogiHiu, of Hypothetical Syllogisms into Categorical. But, in 
neceuny. the first placc, this is unnecessary, in so far as it is 
applied to manifest the validity of an hypothetical 
syllogism ; for the hypothetical syllogism manifests 
its own validity with an evidence not less obtrusive 
than does the categorical, and, therefore, it stands in 
no need of a reduction to any higher form, as if it 
were of this a one-sided and accidental modification. 
With equal propriety might we inquire, how a cate- 
gorical syllogism is to be converted into an hypo- 
2% Not theticaL In the second place, this conversion is not 
powlie. always possible, and, therefore, it is never necessar}"-. 
In cases where the sumption of an hypothetical syllo- 
gism contains only three notions, and where of these 
three notions one stands to the other two in the 

a Krag, Logit, i 82, p. 256. — wetter, AUgemeim Logit, i. § 239, 
Ed. p. 115; Esser, Logit, §§ 99, 100. 

S [For the reduction of Hypothe- Agninet, see Krug, Logit, p. 356, 
ticels, see Wolf, PAilot. § 412; and Lexiton, iii. p. 559; Fries, 
Reusch, Syttema Logicum, § 563 ; Logit, § 62, pi. 267 ; Bachmann, 
MoUnaens, EUmenla Logica, L. L Logit, § 89, Anm. 2; (In part), Aria- 
tract. UL c. 1, p. 95 ; Keckermann, totle, AnoX. Prior., L. i. c. 44, p. 
Opera, t i. pp. 266, 767 ; Crelliua, 274, ed. Pacii ; (In part), Pacius, In 
Itagoge, L. iii, c. 17, p. 243 ; Kieae- Ariel. Organon, loc. ciL, p. 194.] 
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relation of a middle term, — in these cases, an hypo- 
thetical syllogism may without difficulty be reduced 
to a categorical. Thus, when the formula. If K is, 
then B is, signifies. If A is C, then A is also B, — 
that is, A is B, ina^smuch as it is C, — in this case 
the categorical form is to be viewed as the original, 
and the hypothetical as the derivative.”® For ex- 
ample: — 

1/ Caiics be a man, then he is mortal; 

But Caius is a mtn ; 

Tlierefore, he is mortal. 

Here the notion man is regarded as comprehending 
in it, or as contained under, the notion mortal; and 
as being comprehended in, or as containing under it, 
the notion Caius: it can, therefore, serve as middle 
term in the categorical syllogism to connect the two 
notions Caius and mortal. Thus : — 

Man is mortal ; 

Caius is man ; 

Therefore, Caius is mortal. 

“In such cases it requires only to discover the 
middle term, in order to reduce the hypothetical 
syllogism to a categorical form ; and no rules are 
requisite for those who comprehend the nature of the 
two kinds of reasoning. 

“ But in those cases where the sumption of an 
hypothetical syllogism contains more than three 
notions, so that the formula. If A is, then B is, 
signifies. If A is C, then is B also D, — in such cases 
an easy and direct conversion is impossible, as a 
categorical syllogism admits of only three principal 
notiona To accomplish a reduction at all, we must 
make a circuit through a plurality of categorical syl- 

a Krug, Logit, p. 258, Anm. 3. — Eu. 
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logisms before we can arrive at an identical con- 
clusion, — a process which, so far from tending to 
simplify and explain, conduces only to perplex and 
obscure.® 

“ On the other hand, we can always easily convert 
an hypothetical syllogism of one form into another, — 
the modus ponens into the modus tollens, the modus 
tollens into the modus ponens. This is done by a 
mere contraposition of the antecedent and consequent 
of the sumption. Thus, the Ponent or Constructive 
Syllogism : — 


If Socrates he virtturus, then he merits esteem; 
But Socrates is virtuous ; 

Therefore, he merits esteem, 


may thus be converted into a Tollent or Destructive 
Syllogism : — 

If Socrates do not merit esteem, then he is not virtuous; 

But he is virtuous; 

Therefore, he merits esteem. 

“ This latter syllogism, though apparently a Con- 
structive syllogism, is in reality a Destructive. For 
in modo ponente we conclude from the truth of the 
antecedent to the truth of the consequent ; but here 
we really conclude from the falsehood of the conse- 
quent to the falsehood of the antecedent.”^ This 
latter syllogism, if fully expressed, would indeed be 
as follows : — 


If Socrates do not merit esteem, he is not virtuous ; 

But Socrates is not not virtuous; 

Therefore, he does not not merit esteem. 

3°, I now" go on to a statement and consideration 

a Compare Mark Dnnean, Insiit. [Bolzano, Wissetuehaflslehre, Logik, 
Log., L. iv., c. 6, § 4, p. 240 tt seg. ii. 266, p. 562.] 

T>erodon, Loyica S'stituin, De Argu. $ Krug, Logil; p. 259 • 260. — 
nietUaUone, 8 ie6> P- 672. — Ed. Ed. 
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of the special rules by which an hypothetical syllogism 
is governed. ^ 


LECT. 
XVI II. 


H LXVI. The special rules by which an Hypo- 
thetical Syllogism is regulated are the follow- 
ing:— 

I. A regular and perfect hypothetical syllogism 
must have three propositions, in which, however, 
more than three principal notions may be found. 

II. The Sumption is, in regard to quantity and 
quality, uniform, being always Definite and Affir- 
mative ; whereas the Subsumption varies in both 
relations. 

III. The Conclusion is regulated in quantity and 
quality by that member of the sumption which is 
not subsumed ; in modo jponentCy they are con- 
gruent ; in modo tollente, they are opposed.® 


Par. LXVI. 
8°, Special 
Rues of 
Hypothcti- 
Syllo- 
gism. 


“The question touching the special laws of thcExpiicar 
hypothetical syllogism, or, what is the same thing, pSt Rule, 
the question touching the original and necessary form lat^thT 
of the hypothetical syllogism as determined by its of the 
general principle, — the law of Keason and Conse- 
quent, — this question may be referred both to the 
whole reasoning and to its several parts. The ori- 
ginal and necessary form of the hjrpothetical syllo- 
gism, as determined by its general principle, we have 
already considered. From this, as already noticed, it 
follows, as a coroUary, that the hypothetical, like every 
other syllogism, must contain a threefold judgment : 

1°, A judgment whose constituent members stand to 
each other in the relation of reason and consequent ; 

2°, A judgment which subsumes as existent or non- 

a Krug, Logik, § 83. — Ed. 
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existent one or other of these constituent members, 
standing to each other in the relation of reason and 
consequent ; and, 3°, Finally, a judgment decisive of 
the existence or non-existence of that constituent 
member which was not subsumed in the second judg- 
ment. In these three propositions, — sumption, sub- 
sumption, and conclusion, — there may, however, be 
found more than three principal notions ; and this is 
always the case when the sumption contains more 
than three principal terms, as is exemplified in a pro- 
position like the following : — If God reward virtue, 
then will virtuous men he also happy. Here, however, 
it must, at the same time, be understood, that this 
proposition, in which a larger plurality of notions than 
three is apparent, contains, however, only the thought 
of one antecedent and of one consequent ; for a single 
consequent supposes a whole antecedent, how complex 
soever it may be, and a single antecedent involves in 
it a whole consequent, though made up of any number 
of parts. Both of these possibilities are seen in the 
example, now adduced, of an hypothetical judgment, in 
which there occur more than three principal notions. 
If, however, an hypothetical proposition involve only 
S- the thought of a single antecedent and of a single 
consequent, it will follow that any hypothetical syl- 
logism consists not of more than three, but of less 
Co than three, capital notions ; and, in a rigorous sense, 
this is actually the case.” “ On this ground, accord- 
ingly, some logicians of great acuteness have viewed 
the hypothetical syllogism as a syllogism of two 
terms and of two propositional This is, however. 
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a Esser, Logih, § 92, p. 175*6. — 83 . — Ed. [A view similar to that 

Ed. of Kant is held by Weiss, Logik^ §§ 

6 See Kant, Logik^ § 75. Kant's 210,251; Herlwrt, ^ G5 ; P'is' 
view is combated by Knig, Logik^ § cher, Logxk, § 100, p. 137.] 


Digitized by Google 


LECTUEES ON LOGIC. 


347 


erroneous; for, in an hypothetical syllogism, there lect. 
are virtually three terms. “ That under this form of . _ 

reasoning a whole syllogism can be evolved out of™'^"^ 
not more than two capital notions depends on this, — 
that the two constituent notions of an hypothetical 
syllogism present a character in the sumption alto- 
gether different from what they exhibit in the sub- 
sumption and conclusion. In the sumption these 
notions stand bound together in the relation of reason 
and consequent, without, however, any determination 
in regard to the reality or unreality of one or other ; 
if the one be, then the other is, is all that is enoimced. 

In the subsumption, on the other hand, the existence 
or non-existence of what one or other of these notions 
comprises is expressly asserted, and thus the concept 
expressly affir med or expressly denied manifestly 
obtains in the subsumption a wholly different signi- 
ficance from what it bore when only enounced as a 
condition of reality or unreality; and, in like manner, 
that notion which the subsumption left untouched, 
and concerning whose existence or non-existence the 
conclusion decides, obtains a character altogether dif- 
ferent in the end from what it presented in the 
beginning. And thus, in strict propriety, there are 
found only three capital notions in an hypothetical 
syllogism — ^viz., 1°, The notion of the reciprocal de- 
pendence of subject and predicate ; 2°, The notion of 
the reality or unreality of the antecedent; and, 3°, 

The notion of the reality or unreality of the conse- 
quent.” “ So much in explanation of the first special 
law, or that regulative of the general form of the 
hypothetical syllogism. 

The second law states the conditions of these two 

a Easer, loc. cit. — Eo. 
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premises, — that the sumption, in reference to its quan- 
tity and quality, is uniform, being always definite, that 
is, singular or universal, and affirmative ; while the 
subsumption, in both relations, remains free. 

In regard to the sumption, when it is said that it 
is always definite, (that is, singular or universal,) and 
affirmative, this must be understood in a qualified 
sense. Touching the former, it may indeed be said 
that quantity may be altogether thrown out of ac- 
count in an hypothetical syllogism.® For a reason 
being once supposed, its consequent is necessarily 
affirmed without limitation ; and, by the disjunction, 
the extension or comprehension of the subject is so 
defined, that the opposite determinations must to- 
gether wholly exhaust it. It may, indeed, sometimes 
appear as if what was enounced in an hyq)othetical 
sumption, were enounced only of an indefinite num- 
ber, — of some ; and it, consequently, then assumes 
the form of a particular proposition. For instance. 
If some men are virtuous, then some other men are 
vicious. But here it is easily seen, that such judg- 
ments are of an universal or exhaustive nature. In 
the proposition adduced the real antecedent is, If 
some men {only) are virtuous, — the real consequent is, 
then all other men are vicious. It would, perhaps, 
have been better had the relative totality of the major 
proposition of an hypothetical syllogism been ex- 
pressed by another term than universal.^ For the 
same reason it is, that the difference of extensive and 
comprehensive quantity determines no external change 
in the expression of an hypothetical syllogism ; for 


a [See Alexander Aphrodisiensis, pp. 267, 344. — Ed.] 

In AnaL Prior., i. Scholia, ed. See above, p. 267. Compare 

Brandis, p. 144. Derodon, Jotfica Esser, LogUc, § 92, p. 177.— Ed. 
JiettitiUa, p. 688.] [Compare above, 
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every hypothetical syllogism remains the same, whether lect. 
we read it in the one quantity or in the other. 

In regard to the other statement of the rule, — ^that Thu the 
the sumption of an hypothetical syllogism must be 
always affirmative, — this likewise demands a word of 
illustration. It is true that the antecedent or the con- 
sequent of such a sumption may be negative as well 
as affirmative ; for example. If Caius be not virtuous, 
he is not entitled to respect ; If the sun he not risen, 
it is not day. But here the proposition, as an hypo- 
thetical judgment, is and must be affirmative. For 
the affirmative in such a judgment is contained in the 
positive assertion of the dependence of consequent or 
antecedent; and if such a dependence be not affirmed, 
an hypothetical judgment cannot exist. 

In regard to what is stated in the rule concerning The mb- 
the conditions of the subsumption, — that this may 
either be general or particular, affirmative or nega- 
tive, — it will not be requisite to say anything in illus- 
tration. For, as the subsumption is merely an abso- 
lute assertion of a single member of the sumption, and 
as such member may, as an isolated proposition, be of 
any quantity or any quality, it follows, that the sub- 
sumption is equally unlimited. 

In reference to the third rule, which states that the Third rui«. 
conclusion is regulated in quantity and quality by 
that member of the sumption which is not subsumed, 
and this in modo ponente by congruence, in modo 
tollente by opposition, it will not be requisite to say 
much. 

“ In the conclusion, the latter clause of the sump- 
tion is affirmed in Tnodo ponente, because the former 
is affirmed in the subsumption. In this case, the 
conclusion has the same quantity and quality as the 
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LEcrr. clause which it affirms. In modo lollente the ante- 
cedent of the sumption is denied in the conclusion ; 
because in the subsumption the consequent clause had 
been denied. There thus emerges an opposition be- 
tween that clause as denied in the conclusion, and 
that clause as affirmed in the sumption. The conclu- 
sion is thus always opposed to the antecedent of the 
sumption in quantity, or in quality, or in both together, 
according as this is differently determined by the differ- 
ent constitution of the propositions. For example: — 

If some men were omniscient, then woitld they be as Oods ; 

But no man is a Qod ; 

Therefore, some men are not omniscient, that is, no man is 
omniscient."^ 

8. Hjpoihe. I now proceed to the consideration of the last elass 
junctiTe or of syllogisms afforded by the Internal Form, — the 
Syiiogimu. class of Dilcmmatic or Hypothetico-disjunctive Syl- 
logisms, and I comprise a general enunciation of their 
nature in the following paragraph. 


P»r. LX VII. 
Hjpotho- 
tico-diijane- 
tivo Syllo- 

f ilm or 


If LXVII. If the sumption of a syllogism be at 
once hypothetical and disjunctive, and if in the 
subsumption the whole disjunction, as a conse- 
quent, be sublated, in order to sublate the ante- 
cedent in the conclusion ; — such a reasoning is 
called an Hypothetico-diyunclive Syllogism, or 
a Dilemma. The form of this syllogism is the 
following : — 

If A exist, then either B or C exists ; 

Bid neither B nor C exists ; 

Therefore, A does not exist.0 


a Ktor, LoyUe, § 83, p. 266 .— Ed. 19, p. 218. Cf. Fries, Loffik, § 60, p. 
0 Krng, Logik, § 87. — Ed. [Con- 257 ; Aldrich, Rudimmta Logiae, c. 
tm, eee Troxler, Logik, u. p. 103 n*. iv. § 3, p. 107, Oxford, 1852 ; PUt- 
Th»t the Dilemnuk U a negative in- ner, Phitosophischt Aphorismen, i § 
duction, see Wallis, Logiea, L. iii. o. 583, p. 260. j 
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We have formerly seen, that an hypothetical may lect. 

be combined with a disjunctive judgment ; and if a 1 

proposition of such a character be placed at the head 
of a reasoning, we have the Hypothetico-disjunctive 
Syllogism or Dilemma. This reasoning is properly an 
hypothetical syllogism, in which the relation of the 
antecedent to the consequent is not absolutely affirm- 
ed, but affirmed through opposite and reciprocally ex- 
clusive predicates. If A exist, then either B or C 
exists. The sumption is thus at once hypothetical 
and disjunctive. The subsumption then denies the 
disjunctive members contained in the consequent or 
posterior clause of the sumption. But neither B nor 
C exists. And then the inference is drawn in the con- 
clusion, that the reason given in the antecedent or 
prior clause of the sumption must likewise be denied. 
Therefore A does not exist.*^ For example : — 

1/ man he not a morally responeible being, he must want either 
the power of recognising moral good (as an intelligent agent), 
or the power of mlling it (as a free agetvt ) ; 

But man wants neither the power of recognising moral good (as an 
intelligent agent), nor the power of mlling it (as a free agent)-. 

Therefore, man is a morally responsible being. 


“An hypothetico-disjunctive syllogism is called the p«ii!n». 
dilemma or homed syllogism in the broader accep- 
tation of the term {dilemma, ceratinus, comvius sc. tin^^o- 
syllogismtis). We must not, however, confound the*™*' 
comutus and crocodilinus of the ancients with our 


hypothetico-disjunctive syllogism. The former were 
sophisms of a particular kind, which we are hereafter 
to consider; the latter is a regular and legitimate 
form of reasoning. In regard to the application of 
the terms, it is called the comutus or homed syllogism. 


a Krng, loe. Ed. 
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because in the sumption the disjunctive members of 
the consequent are opposed like horns to the assertion 
of the adversary ; with these we throw it from one 
side to the other in the subsumption ; in order to toss 
it altogether away in the conclusion. If the disjunc- 
tion has only two members, the syllogism is then 
called a dilemma {bicornis) in the strict and proper 
signification, literally double sumption. Of this the 
example previously given is an instance. If it has 
three, four, or five members, it is called trilemma {tri- 
comis), tetralemma {quadricomis),pentalemma{quin- 
quecornis) ; if more than four, it is, however, usually 
called polylemma (multicornis). But, in the looser 
signification of the word. Dilemma is a generic ex- 
pression for all or any of these.” “ 

“ Considered in itself, the hypothetico-disjunctive 
syllogism is not to be rejected, for in this form of 
reasoning we can conclude with cogency, provided we 
attend to the laws already given in regard to the 
hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms. It is not, 
however, to be denied, that this kind of syllogism 
is very easily abused for the purpose of deceiving, 
through a treacherous appearance of solidity, and 
from terrifying a timorous adversary by its horned 
aspect. In the sifting of a proposed dilemma, we 
ought, therefore, to look closely at the three following 
particulars : — 1°, Whether a veritable consequence 
subsists between the antecedent and consequent of 
the sumption ; 2°, Whether the opposition in the 
consequent is thorough-going and valid ; and, 3”, 
Whether in the subsumption the disjunctive mem- 
bers are legitimately sublated. For the example of 

a Krug, ioc. ciC. Anm. 2 . — Ed. 268, 769.] 

[C{. Keckunnum, Opera, t. i. pp. 
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a dilemma which violates these conditions, take the 
following : — 

If virtue were a habit worth acquiring, it must insure either 
power, or wealth, or honour, or Measure ; 

But virtue insures none of these ; 

Therefore, virtue is not a habit worth attaining. 


LECT. 

XVIII. 


“ Here : — 1°. The inference in general is invalid ; for 
a thing, may be worth acquiring though it does not 
secure any of those advantages enumerated. 2°. The 
disjunction is incomplete ; for there are other goods 
which virtue insures, though it may not insure those 
here opposed. 3°. The subsumption is also vicious ; 
for virtue has frequently obtained for its possessors 
the very advantages here denied.” “ 

Before leaving this subject, it may be proper to Th« whole 

1 1- mi o oftbologi. 

make two observations. Ihe first of these is, that <»i uwi,— 
though it has been stated that Categorical Syllogisms 
are governed by the laws of Identity and Contradic- ch^ 
tion, that Disjunctive Syllogisms are governed by the »n<i Rrowm 
law of Excluded Middle, and that Hypothetical Syllo- quent,-*™ 
gisms are governed by the law of Reason and Conse- 

< . • « • . of frllogisixiw 

quent, — this statement is not, however, to be under- 
stood as if, in these several classes of syllogism, no 
other law were to be found in operation, except that 
by which their peculiar form is determined. Such a 
supposition would be altogether erroneous, for in all 
of these different kinds of syllogism, besides the law 
by which each class is principally regulated, and from 
which it obtains its distinctive character, all the others 
contribute, though in a less obtrusive manner, to allow 
and to necessitate the process. Thus, though the laws xhii uim- 
of Identity and Contradiction are the laws which pre- 1. in Ciuo- 
eminently regulate the Categorical Syllogism, — still 

a Krug, Logit, § 87, Anm. 3, p. 881.— Ed. 

VOL. I. Z 
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LECT. without the laws of Excluded Middle, and Reason and 
Consequent, all inference in these syllogisms would be 
impossible. Thus, though the law of Identity affords 
the basis of all affirmative, and the law of Contradic- 
tion the basis of all negative, syllogisms, stiU it is the 
law of Excluded Middle which legitimates the impli- 
cation, that, besides affirmation and negation, there 
is no other possible quality of predication. In like 
manner, no inference in categorical reasoning could 
be drawn, were we to exclude the determination of 
Reason and Consequent. For we only, in deductive 
reasoning, conclude of a part what we assume of a 
whole, inasmuch as we think the whole as the reason 
— the condition — the antecedent — by which the part, 
as a consequent, is determined ; and we only, in induc- 
tive reasoning, conclude of the whole what we assume 
of all the parts, inasmuch as we think all the parts as 
the reason — the condition — the antecedent — by which 
The law of the whole, as a consequent, is determined. In point 
mally t]li of fact, logically or formally, the law of Identity and 
thS^of Rear the law of Reason and Consequent in its affirmative 
CoiisequcQt. form, are at bottom the same; the law of Identity 
constitutes only the law of Reason and Consequent, — 
the two relatives being conceived simultaneously, that 
is, as subject and predicate ; the law of Reason and 
Consequent constitutes only the law of Identity, the 
two relatives being conceived in sequence, that is, 
as antecedent and consequent.® And as the law of 
Reason and Consequent, in its positive form, is only 
that of Identity in movement ; so, in its negative 
form, it is only that of Contradiction in movement. 

In Disjunctive Syllogisms, again, though the law of 

a [Compare Koppen, Darsiellung ef Niimberg, 1810.] 
des Wesens dcr Philoaophie^ p. 102 
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Excluded Middle be the principle which bestows on lect. 

^ XVIIL 

them their peculiar form, still these syllogisms are not 

independent of the laws of Identity, of Contradiction, j^ortlve " 
and of Reason and Consequent The law of Excluded 
Middle cannot be conceived apart from the laws 
of Identity and Contradiction ; these it implies, and, 
without the principle of Reason and Consequent, no 
movement from the condition to the conditioned, that 
is, from the affirmation or negation of one contradic- 
tory to the affirmation or negation of the other, would 
be possible. 

Finally, in Hypothetical Syllogisms, though the law a 
of Reason and Consequent be the prominent and dis- 
tinctive principle, still the laws of Identity, Contra- 
diction, and Excluded Middle are also there at work. 

The law of Identity affords the condition of Affirma- 
tive or Constructive, and the law of Contradiction of 
Negative or Destructive, Hypotheticals ; while the law 
of Excluded Middle limits the reasoning to these two 
modes alone. 


The second observation I have to make, is one sug- : 
gested by a difficulty which has been proposed to me i 
in regard to the doctrine, that all reasoning is either i 
from whole to part, or from the parts to the whole. The 1 
difficulty, which could only have presented itself to i 
an acute and observant intellect, it gave me muchl 
satisfaction to hear proposed ; and I shall have still * 
greater gratification, if I should be able to remove it, 
by showing in what sense the doctrine advanced is to 
lie understood. It was to this effect : — In Categorical 
Syllogisms, deductive and inductive, intensive and 
extensive, the reasoning is manifestly from whole to 
part, or from the parts to the whole, and, therefore, 
in regard to the doctrine in question, as relative to 
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LECT. categorical reasoning, there was no difficulty. But 
this was not the case in regard to Hypothetical Syllo- 
gisms. These are governed by the law of Reason and 
Consequent, and it does not appear how the antece- 
dent and consequent stand to each other in the rela- 
tion of whole and part. 

This diffi- In showing how the reason and the consequent are 
SdeLdTwith to be viewed as whole and part, it is necessary, first, to 
repeat, that the reason or antecedent means the con- 
dition, that is, the complement of all without which 
something else would not be; and the consequent 
means the conditioned, that is, the complement of all 
Md^n° that is determined to be by the existence of something 
ditiouod. You must further bear in mind, that we have 

nothing to do with things standing in the relation of 
reason and consequent, except in so far as they are 
thought to stand in that relation ; it is with the ratio 
cognoscendi, not with the ratio essendi, that we have 
to do in Logic ; the former is, in fact, alone properly 
denominated reason and consequent, while the latter 
ought to be distinguished as cause and effect. The 
ratio essendi, or the law of Cause and Effect, can 
indeed only be thought under the form of the ratio 
cognoscendi, or of the principle of Reason and Conse- 
quent ; but as the two are not convertible, inasmuch 
as the one is far more extensive than the other, it is 
proper to distinguish them, and, therefore, it is to be 
recollected that Logic is alone conversant with the 
ratio cognoscendi, or the law of Reason and Conse- 
Hence tho quent, as alone conversant with the form of thought. 
J3itim This being understood, if the reason be conceived as 
u!’n\h^° that which conditions, in other words, as that which 
contains the necessity of the existence of the conse- 
quent, it is evident that it is conceived as containing 


revpccl to 
I!ypothoU< 
cal lyllo* 
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the consequent. For, in the first place, a reason is lect. 

only a reason if it be a sufficient reason, that is, if it 1 

comprise all the conditions, that is, all that necessitates 
the existence, of the consequent ; • for if all the con- 
ditions of anything are present, that thing must neces- 
sarily exist, since, if it do not exist, then some con- 
dition of its existence must have been wanting, that 
is, there was not a sufficient reason of its existence, 
which is contrary to the supposition. In the second 
place, if the reason, the sufficient reason, be conceived 
as comprising all the conditions of the existence of 
the consequent, it must be conceived as comprising 
the consequent altogether ; for if the consequent be 
supposed to contain in it any one part not conceived 
as contained in the reason, it may contain two, three, 
or any number of parts equally uncontained in the 
reason, consequently it may be conceived as altogether 
uncontained in the reason. But this is to suppose, 
that it has no reason, or that it is not a consequent ; 
which again is contrary to the hypothesis. The law The Uw of 
of Reason and Consequent, or of the Condition and the c^qomt 
Conditioned, is only in fact another expression of expression 
Aristotle's law, — that the whole is necessarily con- totlo's law, 
ceived as prior to the part — totum parte prius esse, 
necesse It is, however, more accurate; for^^^SI^^ 

Aristotle’s law is either inaccurate or ambiguous. 
Inaccurate, for it is no more true to say, that the^“®.*'?’‘ 
whole is necessarily prior in the order of thought to 


a Ifelaphytict, ir. 11. Arutotle, 
however, allowi a doable relation. 
The whole, when conceived ae actu- 
ally oonatituted, muet be regarded 
as prior to the parts ; for the latter 
only exist as parts in relation to the 
whole. Potentially, however, the 
parts may ho regarded as prior ; for 


the whole might be destroyed as a 
system without the destruction of 
the parts. Where the whole is not 
conceived as actually constituted, 
this relation is reversed. Thus Aris- 
totle’s rule may be regarded as co- 
extensive with that given in the 
text. See the next note.— En. 
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LECT. the parts, than to say that the parts are necessarily 
prior in the order of thought to the whole. Whole 
and parts are relatives, and as such are necessarily 
Whole aoj coexistent in thought. But while each implies the 
•p«cti"iV other, and the notion of each necessitates the notion 
^loTOi in of the other, we may, it is evident, view either, in 
I&'m the thought, as the con^tioning or antecedent, or as the 
““Mth^”* conditioned or consequent. Thus, on the one hand, 
condiuoned. regard the whole as the prior and determining 

notion, as containing the parts, and the parts, as the 
posterior and determined notion, as contained by the 
whole. On the other hand, we may regard the parts 
as the prior and determining notion, as constituting 
the whole, and the whole as the posterior and deter- 
mined notion, as constituted by the parts.® In the 
former case, the whole is thought as the reason, the 
parts are thought as the consequent ; in the latter, the 
parts are thought as the reason, the whole is thought 
as the consequent. Now in so far as the whole is 
thought as the reason, there will lie no difficulty in 
admitting that the reason is conceived as containing 
the parts. But it may be asked, how can the parts, 
when thought as the reason, be said to contain the 
whole ? To this the answer is easy. All the parts 
contain the whole, just as much as the whole contains 
all the parts. Objectively considered, the whole does 
not contain all the parts, nor do all the parts contain 
the whole, for the whole and all the parts are precisely 
equivalent, absolutely identical. But, subjectively 


a Thi> is substantially expressed parts are only potentially, existent; 
by Aristotle, 2. c., whose distinction while, on the other hand, saTti 
is applicable either to the order of (t. e., regarded as disorgon- 

thought or to that of existence. Kari ised elements), the parts exist ac. 
yirtcir {L regarded as a complete tually, the whole only potentiaUy. 
system), the whole is actually, the — Eu. 
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considered, that is, as mere thoughts, we may either lect. 

think the whole by all the parts, or think all the parts ^ 

by the whole. If we think all the parts by the whole, 
we subordinate the notion of the parts to the notion 
of the whole ; that is, we conceive the parts to exist, as 
we conceive their existence given through the existence 
of the whole containing them. If we think the whole 
by all the parts, we subordinate the notion of the 
whole to the notion of the parts ; that is, we conceive 
the whole to exist, as we conceive its existence given 
through the existence of the parts which constitute it. 

Now, in the one case, we think the whole as con- 
ditioning or comprising the parts, in the other, the 
parts as conditioning or comprising the whole. In 
the former case, the parts are thought to exist, because 
their whole exists ; in the latter, the whole is thought 
to exist, because its parts exist. In either case, the 
prior or determining notion is thought to comprise 
or to contain the posterior or determined. To apply ^^licatioa 
this doctrine : — On the one hand, every science is true, triDo to the 
only as all its several rules are true ; in this instance 
the science is conceived as the determined notion, 
that is, as eontained in the aggregate of its constituent 
rules. On the other hand, each rule of any science is 
true, only as the science itself is true ; m this instance 
the rule is conceived as the determined notion, that 
is, as contained in the whole science. Thus, every 
single syllogism obtains its logical legitimacy, because 
it is a consequent of the doctrine of syllogism ; the 
latter is, therefore, the reason of each several syllogism, 
and the whole science of Logic is abolished, if each 
several syllogism, conformed to this doctrine, be not 
valid. On the other hand, the science of Logic, as a 
whole, is only necessary inasmuch as its complementary 
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doctrines are necessary ; and these are only necessary 
inasmuch as their individual applications are neces- 
sary ; if Logic, therefore, as a whole be not necessary, 
the necessity of the parts, which constitute, determine, 
and comprehend that whole, is subverted. In one 
relation, therefore, reason and consequent are as the 
whole and a contained part, in another, as all the parts 
and the constituted or comprised whole. But in both 
relations, the reason, — the determining notion, is 
thought as involving in it the existence of the conse- 
quent or determined notion. Thus, in one point of 
view, the genus is the determining notion, or reason, 
out of which are evolved, as consequents, the species 
and individual ; in another, the individual is the deter- 
mining notion or reason, out of which, as consequents, 
are evolved the species and genus.® In like manner, 
if we regard the subject as that in which the attri- 
butes inhere, in this view the subject is the reason, 
that is, the whole, of which the attributes are a part ; 
whereas if we regard the attributes as the modes 
through which alone the subject can exist, in this 
view the attributes are the reason, that is, the whole, 
of which the subject is a part. In a word, whatever 
we think as conditioned, we think as contained by 
something else, that is, either as a part, or as a con- 
stituted whole ; whatever we think as conditioning, 
we think either as a containing whole, or as a sum of 
constituting parts. What, therefore, the sumption of 
an hypothetical syllogism denotes, is simply this : — 
If A, a notion conceived as conditioning, and, there- 
fore, as involving B, exist, then B also is necessarily 
conceived to exist, inasmuch as it is conceived as fuUy 

a Thi« is expressly allowed by quotedfromhimby Sir W. Hamilton 
Aristotle, Mttajik,, iv. 26, and is himself, Diacussiotu, p. 173 . — Ed. 
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conditioned by, or as involved in, A. I am afraid 
that what I have now said may not be found to have 
removed the diflBculty ; but if it suggest to you a 
train of reflection which may lead you to a solution 
of the difliculty by your own eflbrt, it will have done 
better. 

So much for Hypothetico-disjunctive syllogisms, the 
last of the four classes determined by the internal 
form of reasoning. In these four syllogisms, — the 
Categorical, the Disjunctive, the Hypothetical, and 
the Hypothetico-disjunctive, all that they exhibit is 
conformable to the necessary laws of thought, and 
they are each distinguished from the other by their 
essential nature ; for their sumptions, as judgments, 
present characters fundamentally difierent, and from 
the sumption, as a general rule, the validity of syllo- 
gisms primarily and principally depends. 


LECT. 

XVIII. 
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LECTURE XIX. 
STOICIIEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
EXTERNAL FORM. 

A. COMPLEX, — EPICHEIREMA AND SORITES. 

L^. In OUT treatment of Syllogisms, we have hitherto 
— ^ — taken note only of the Internal or Essential Form 
— of Reasoning. But besides this internal or essential 
form there is another, — an External or Accidental 
Form ; and as the former was contained in the recip- 
rocal relations of the constituent parts of the syllo- 
gism, as determined by the nature of the thinking 
subject itself, so the latter is contained in the outer 
expression or enouncement of the same parts, whereby 
the terms and propositions are variously affected in 
respect of their number, position, and order of conse- 
cution. The varieties of Syllogism arising from their 
external form may, I think, be conveniently reduced to 
the three heads expressed in the following paragraph : — 

H LXVIII. Syllogisms, in respect of their Ex- 
ternal Form, admit of a threefold modification. 
For while, as pure, they are at once Simple, and 
Complete, and Regular, so, as qualified, they are 


P»r. LXVIII. 

Divition of 
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either Complex, or Incomplete, or Irregular: 
the two former of these modifications regarding 
the number of their parts, as apparently either 
too many or too few ; the last regarding the in- 
verted order in which these parts are enounced. 

I shall eonsider these several divisions in their order ; Expii(». 
and, first, of the syllogisms which vary from the simple a! o>mpie* 
form of reasoning by their apparent complexity. SjUogiHn.. 

But before touching on the varieties of syllogism luixtion of 
afibrded by their complexity of composition, it may 
be proper to premise a few words in regard to the 
relation of syllogisms to each other. “ Every syllogism 
may be considered as absolute and independent, inas- 
much as it always contains a complete and inclusive 
series of thought. But a syllogism may also stand to 
other syllogisms in such a relation that, along with 
these correlative syllogisms, it makes up a greater or 
lesser series of thoughts, all holding to each other the 
dependence of antecedent and consequent And such 
a reciprocal dependence of syllogisms becomes neces- 
sary, when one or other of the predicates of the prin- 
cipal syUogism is destitute of complete certainty, and 
when this certainty must be established through one or 
more correlative syllogisms.”" “ A syllogism, viewed cia^Md 
as an isolated and independent whole, is called a of r^^'d 
Monosyllogism {monosyllogismus), that is, a single 
reasoning ; whereas, a series of correlative syllogisms 
following each other in the reciprocal relation of 
antecedent and consequent, is called a Polysyllogism Poiy.yiio- 
{polysyllogismus), that is, a multiplex or composite ?h»in of 
reasoning, and may likewise be denominated a Chain 
of Reasoning {series syllogistica). Such a chain, — 

a Emr, Loffii, § 104. — Ed. 
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XIX. 
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such a series, may, however, have such an order of 
dependence, tliat either each successive syllogism is 
the reason of that which preceded, or the preceding 
syllogism is the reason of that which follows. In the 
former case, we conclude analytically or regressively ; 
in the second, synthetically or progressively. That 
syllogism in the series which contains the reason of 
the premise of another, is called a Prosyllogism {lyro- 
syllogismus) ; and that syllogism which contains the 
consequent of another, is called an Episyllogism {ejn- 
syllogismus). Every Chain of Reasoning must, there- 
fore, be made up both of Prosyllogisms and of Epi- 
syllogisms.”® “ When the series is composed of more 
than two syllogisms, the same syllogism may, in differ- 
ent relations, be at once a prosyllogism and an epi- 
syllogism; and that reasoning which contains the 
primary or highest reason is alone exclusively a pro- 
syllogism, as that reasoning which announces the last 
or lowest consequent is alone exclusively an episyllo- 
gism. But this concatenation of syllogisms, as ante-^ 
cedents and consequents, may be either manifest, or 
occult, according as the plurality of syllogisms may 
either be openly displayed, or as it may appear only 
as a single syllogism. The polysyllogism is, therefore, 
likewise either manifest or occult. The occult poly- 
syllogism, with which alone we are at present con- 
cerned, consists either of partly complete and partly 
abbreviated syllogisms, or of syllogisms all equally 
abbreviated. In the former case, there emerges the 
complex syllogism called Ejneheirema ; in the latter, 
the complex syllogism called Sorites.’’^ Of these in 
their order. 

a Krug, Loffii’f § 111 . — Ed. RoiihcIi, Lotiicuvif § 57S, p. 

0 Esser, Logik, | 104. — Ed. [Cf. 664, Iena>, 1741.] 
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IT LXIX. A syllogism is now vulgarly called lbct. 

an Epicheireina (imxetprjfia), when to either of 

the two premises, or to both, there is annexed a Tbi' 
reason for its support. As : — cheitem*. 

B i« A; 

But C M B ; for H is D ; 

Ttierefore, C is also A.“ 

Or, 

All vice is odious; 

But avarice is a vice; for it makes men slaves; 

Therefore, avarice is odious.fi 

In illustration of this paragraph, it is to be observed, &piic». 
that the Epicheirema, or Reason-rendering Syllogism, 
is either single or double, according as one or both of 
the premises are furnished with an auxiliary reason. 

The single epicheirema is either an epicheirema of the 
first or second order, according as the adscititious pro- 
position belongs to the sumption or to the subsump- 
tion. There is little or nothing requisite to be stated 
in regard to this variety of complex syllogism, as it 
is manifestly nothing more than a regular episyllo- 
gism with an abbreviated prosyllogism interwoven. 

There might be something said touching the name, 
which, among the ancient rhetoricians, was used now in 
a stricter, now in a looser, signification.'*' This, how- 
ever, as it has little interest in a logical point of view, 

I shall not trouble you by detailing ; and now pro- 
ceed to a far more important and interesting subject. 


a In full,— 

Ci. D; 

D« B; 

Thtn/ort, C u B. 
fl In full, — 

What tRolca men tiara it a vice ; 
But avarice maka tlavet ; 
TKertfcrre, avarice it a vice, 
y For some noticoa of these vui- 


ations, see Quintilian, Trot. Oral., 
V. 10, 2, y. 14, 6. Compare alun 
Sehweighaiuser on Epictetus, i. 8 ; 
Trendelenburg, EUmetUa Logices 
AruMcHcce, § 33 ; Facciolati, 
Acroases, De EpkhircauUe, p. 127 
et teq. In Aristotle the term is 
used for a dialectic syllogism. See 
Topica, viii. 11. — Ed. 
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Sorites. 

p«r. Lxx. H LXX. When, on the common principle of 

all reasoning, — that the part of a part is a part 
of the whole, — we do not stop at the second gra- 
dation, or at the part of the highest part, and 
conclude that part of the whole, — as All B is a 
part of the whole A, and all C is a part of the 
part B, therefore all C is also a part of the whole 
A, — ^but proceed to some indefinitely remoter 
part, as, D, E, F, G, H, &c., which, on the general 
principle, we connect in the conclusion with its 
remotest whole, — this complex reasoning is called 
a Chain-Syllogism or Sorites. K the whole from 
which we descend he a comprehensive quantity, 
the Sorites is one of Comprehension ; if it be an 
extensive quantity, the Sorites is one of Exten- 
sion. The formula of the first will be : — 

1) E i« D ; that is, E eomirrehends D ; 

2) D t« C ; that is, D comprehends C ; 

3) C is B ; that is, C comprehends B ; 

4) B is A ; that is, B comprehends A ; 

Therefore, E is A ; in other words, E comprehends A. 

The formula of the second will be : — 

1) B is A ; that is, A contains under it B ; 

2) C is B ; that is, B contains under it C ; 

3) D is C ; that is, C contains under it D ; 

4) E is D ; that b, D contains under it E ; 

Therefore, E is A ; in other words, A contains under it R 

These reasonings are both Progressive, each in its 
several quantity, as descending from whole to part 
But as we may also, arguing back from part to whole, 
obtain the same conclusion, there is also competent in 
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either quantity a Regressive Sorites. However, the 
formula of the Regressive Sorites in the one quantity, 
will be only that of the Progressive Sorites in the 
other.* 

1 ■ 2 8 



Asa concrete example of these : — 

I. Pbooressivb Comprehensive Sorites. 

Bucephalus is a horse ; 

A horse is a quadruped ; 

A quadruped is an animal; 

An animal is a substance ; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a substance. 


B [On the Soritea in general, see 
Crakuthorpe, Logica, L. iii. c. 22, 
p. 219 ; ViJla, Dialect., U iii. c. 64, 
fol. 38, ed. 1609; M. Dnncan, Inttit. 
Log., L. iv. 0 . vii. § 6, p. 265 ; Faocio- 
lati, Aeroases, De Sarile, p. 16 el teg. ; 
Melanchthon, Erotem. DM., L. iii. 
DeSorite, p. 743; Wolf, Phil. Eat., 
§ 466 et uq. / Walch, Lexiiou, v. 
“Sorites;" Fries, Logii, § 64.] 
e Diagrams Nos. 1 and 2 repre- 
sent the Affirmative Sorites in the 


case in which the concepts are coex- 
tensive. — See above, p. 189, Diagram 
2. Diagrams Noe. 3 and 4 represent 
the Affirmative Sorites in the case 
in which the concepts are snbotdi- 
nate. — See above, p. 189, Diagram 3. 
Diagram No. 6, taken in connection 
with No. 3, represents the Negative 
Sorites. Thus, to take the Progres- 
sive Comprehensive Sorites E is 
D, D is C, C is B, B is A, no A is P; 
therefore, no E is P. — Ed. 
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The representation of the indioidual Bucephalus comprehends 

or contains in it the notion horse ; 

The notion horse comprehends the notion quadruped ; 

The notioti quadruped comprehends the notion animal ; 

The notion animal comprehends the notion substance; 
Therefore, (on the common principle that the part of a part 
is a part of the whole,) the representation of the indi- 
vidual, Bucephalus, comprehends or contains in it the 
notion substance. 

II. Heoressive Comprehensive Sorites. 

An animal is a std>stance ; 

A quadruped is an animal ; 

A horse is a quadruped; 

Bucephalus is a horse ; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a substance. 

Or as explicated : — 

The notion animal comprehends the notion substance ; 

The notion quadrtiped comprehends the notion animal ; 

The notion horse comprehends the notion quadruped; , 

The representation, Bucephalus, comprehends the notion horse; 
Therefore, (on the common principle, &c.) the representation, 
Bucephaltis, comprehends the notion substance. 

III. Progressive Extensive Sorites, (which is, as enounced 

by the common copula, identical in expression with the 
itegressive Comprehensive Sorites, No. II.) 

An animal is a substance ; 

A quadruped is an animal ; 

A Itorse is a quadruped ; 

Bucephalus is a horse; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a substance. 

Or as explicated : — 

The notion animal is contained under the notion stibstance ; 
The notion quadruped is contained under the notion animal ; 
Tim notion horse is contained under the notion quadruped ; 
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The reprenentation Bucephalus is contained under the notion lect. 
horse ; 

Therefore, (on the common principle, &c.) the representation 
Bucephalus is contained under the notion substance. 

IV. The Regressive Extensive Sorites, (which is, as expressed 
by the ambiguous copula, verbally identical with the 
Progressive Comprehensive Sorites, No. I.) 

Bucephalus is a horse ; 

A horse is a quadruped ; 

A quadruped is an animal; 

An animal is a substance; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a suhstanee. 

Or as explicated : — 

The representation Bucephalus is contained under the notion 
horse ; 

The notion horse is contained under the notion qiuidrupted ; 

The notion quadruped is contained under the notion animal ; 

The notion animal is contained under the notion substance; 

Therefore, the representation Bucephalus is contained under 
the notion substamx. 

There is thus not the smallest difficulty either in 
regard to the peculiar nature of the Sorites, or in re- 
gard to its relation to the simple syllogism. In the i. The for- 
first place, it is evident that the formal inference in OTw'in^&n. 
the Sorites is equally necessary and equally manifest 
as in the simple syllogism, for the principle, — the part 
of a part is a part of the whole, — is plainly not less 
applicable to the remotest, than to the most proximate, 
link in the subordination of whole and part. In the 2. SontM 
second place, it is evident that the Sorites can be into .imp'e 
resolved into as many simple syllogisms as there are 
middle terms between the subject and predicate of the 
conclusion, that is, intermediate wholes and parts be- 
tween the greatest whole and the smallest part, which 
the reasoning connects. Thus, the concrete example 

VOL. 1. 2 A 
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of a Sorites, already given, is virtually composed of 
three simple syllogisms. It will be enough to show 
this in one of the quantities ; and, as the most perspi- 
cuous, let us take that of Comprehension. 

The Progressive Sorites in this quantity was as fol- 
lows, (and it is needless, I presume, to explicate it) ; — 

Bucephalut it a horte ; 

A horse it a quadruped ; 

A quadruped it an animal ; 

An animal it a substance ; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a substance. 

Here, besides the major and minor terms, {Buce- 
phalus and substance), we have three middle terms, 
— horse, — quadruped, — animal. We shall, conse- 
quently, have three simple syllogisms. Thus, in the 
first place, we obtain from the middle term horse, the 
following syllogism, concluding quadruped of Buce- 
phalus : — 

I. — Bucephalus it a horse ; 

But a horse it a quadruped; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a quadruped. 

Having thus established that Bucephalus is a 
quadruped, we employ quadruped as a middle term 
by which to connect Buceqihalus with animal. We, 
therefore, make the conclusion of the previous syllo- 
gism (No. I.) the sumption of the following syllogism 
(No. II.) 

II. — Bucephalus is a tpiadruped ; 

But a quadruped is an animal ; 

There}ore, Bucephalus is an animal. 

Having obtained another step, we, in like manner, 
make animal, which was the minor term in the pre- 
ceding syllogism, the middle term of the following ; 
and the conclusion of No. II. forms the major premise 
of No. III. 
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III . — Bucephalus is an animal ; 

But an animal is a substance; 

Therefore, Bucephalus is a substance. 

In this last syllogism, we reach a conclusion identi- 
cal with that of the Sorites. 

In the third place, it is evident that the Sorites is 8. Sorita 
equally natural as the simple syllogism ; and, as the re- WnnI 
lation is equally cogent and equally manifest between 
a whole and a remote part, and a whole and a proxi- 
mate part, that it is far less prolix, and, consequently, 
far more convenient. What is omitted in a Sorites is 
only the idle repetition of the same self-evident prin- 
ciple, and as this can without danger or inconvenience 
be adjourned until the end of a series of notions in 
the dependence of mutual subordination, it is plain 
that, in reference to such a series, a single Sorites is as 
much preferable to a number of simple syllogisms, as 
a comprehensive cipher is preferable to the articulate 
enumeration of the units which it collectively repre- 
sents. 

Before proceeding to touch on the logical history of 
this form of syllogism, and to comment on the doc- 
trine in regard to it maintained by all logicians, I 
shall conclude what it is proper further to state con- 
cerning its general character. 

If LXXI. A Sorites may be either Categorical pm. lxxi. 
or Hypothetical ; and, in both forms, it is governed 
by the following laws : — Speaking of the Com- 
mon or Progressive Sorites, (in which reasoning . 
you will observe the meaning of the word pro- 
gressive is reversed), which proceeds from the 
individual to the general, and to which the other 
form may be easily reduced : — 1°. The number 
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mises, with exception of the last, must be afiBrm- 

ative, and, with exception of the first, definite. 
3°. The first premise may be either definite or 
indefinite. 4°. The last may be either negative 
or affirmative. 


ExpUca- 

iioo. 

Fonnula of 
Hr^tbeti* 
cai Writes. 


I have already given you examples of the categori- 
cal Sorites. The following is the formula of the hypo- 
thetical : — 


Prooressive. 

If J) is, C u ; 

If C it, B is ; 

If B is, A is ; 

(In modo ponente), 
Note D is; 
Therefyre, A is also, 
(Or in modo toUente), 
Note A is not ; 
Therefore, D is not. 


Bboressive. 

If 'R is, A is; 
IfCis, Bis; 

If I) is, C is ; 

(In modo ponente), 
Note D is; 
Therefore, A is. 

(Or in modo toUeiite), 
Note A is not ; 
Therefore, D is not. 


Or to take a concrete example : — 

Prooressive. 

If tlarpagon l>e avariciotis, he is intent on gain ; 
If intent on gain, he is discontented ; 

If discontented, he is unhajypy ; 

Note Harpagon is avaricious ; 
lie is, therefore, unhappy. 

Reoressitb. 

If Harpagon he discontented, he is unhappy; 

If intent on gain, he is discontented ; 

If avaricious, he is intent on gain ; 

Note Harpagon is avaricious; 

Therefore, he is unhappy. 
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In regard to the resolution of the Hypothetical l^. 

Sorites into simple syllogisms, it is evident that in ^ 

this Progressive Sorites we must take the first two of Hypo- 
propositions as premises, and then in the conclusion ^ril^inu. 
connect the antecedent of the former proposition with 
the consequent of the latter. Thus : — 

I . — If Harpagon he avaricious, he is intent on gain; 

If intent on gain, he is discontented; 

TJierefore, if Harpagon be avaricious, he is discontented. 


We now establish this conclusion, as the sumption 
of the following syllogism : — 

IL — If Harpagon be avaricious, he is discontented ; 

If discontented, he is unhappy ; 

Therefore, if Harpagon be avaricious, he is unhappy. 

In like manner we go on to the next syllogism : — 

III . — If Harpagon he avaricious, tie is unhappy ; 

Now Harpagon is avaricious; 

Therefore, he is unhupjoj. 


In the Regressive Sorites, we proceed in the same ii. Rog^ 
fashion ; only that, as here the consequent of the 
second proposition is the antecedent of the first, we 
reverse the consecution of these premises. Thus : — 

I . — If Harpagon be intent on gain, he is discontented ; 

If discontented, he is unhappy ; 

Therefore, if Harpagon he intent on gain, he is unhappy. 


We then take the third proposition for the sump- 
tion of the next, the second, syllogism, and the con- 
clusion of the preceding for its subsumption : — 

II . — If Harpagon be avaricious, he is intent on gain; 

If intent on gain, tie is unhappy ; 

Therefore, if Harpagon be avaricious, tie is unhappy. 
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We now take this last conclusion for the sumption 
of the last syllogism ; — 

IIL — If Harpagon he avaricious, he is unhappy ; 

Now Harpagon is avaricious ; 

Therefore, he is unhappy. 


But it may be asked, can there be no Disjunctive 
Sorites ? To this it may be answered, that in the 
sense in which a categorical and hypothetical syllo- 
gism is possible, — viz., so that a term of the preceding 
proposition should be the subject or predicate of the 
following, — in this sense, a disjunctive sorites is im- 
possible ; since two opposing notions, whether as con- 
traries or contradictories, exclude each other, and can- 
not, therefore, be combined as subject and predicate. 
But when the object has been determined by two 
opposite characters, the disjunct members may be 
amplified at pleasure, and there follows certainly a 
correct conclusion, provided that the disjunction be 
logically accurate. As : — 


A is either B or C. 
Now, 


B is either D or E ; 
D is either H or I ; 
E is either K or L. 


C is either F or G ; 
F is either M or N ; 
G is either O or P. 


Therefore, A is either H, or I, or K, or L, or M, or N, or O, or P. 


Although, therefore, it be true that such a Sorites 
is correct; still, were we astricted to such a mode 
of reasoning, thought would be so diflBcult, as to 
be almost impossible. But we never are obliged 
to employ such a reasoning ; for when we are once 
assured that A is either B or C, and assured we are 
of this by one of the fundamental laws of thought. 
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we have next to consider whether A is B or C, and lect. 

if A is B, then all that can be said of C, and if A is 

C, then all that can be said of B, is dismissed as wholly 
irrelevant. In like manner, in the case of B, it must 
be determined whether it is D or E, and in the case of 
C, whether it is F or G ; and this being determined,^ 
one of the two members is necessarily thrown out of 
account. And this compendious method we follow in 
the process of thought spontaneously, and as if by a 
natural impulsion. 

So much for the logical character of the Sorites. 

It now remains to make some observations, partly 
historical, partly critical, in connection with this sub- 
ject. 

In regard to the history of the logical doctrine of Historical 
this form of reasoning, it seems to be taken for granted, logical doc- 
in all the systems of the science, that both the name soritea. 
Sorites, as applied to a chain-syllogism, and the 
analysis of the nature of that syllogism, are part and 
parcel of the logical inheritance bequeathed to us by 
Aristotle. Nothing can, however, be more erroneous. Neither 
The name Sorites does not occur in any logical treatise dJSSnr 
of Aristotle ; nor, as far as I have been able to dis- StoSi 
cover, is there, except in one vague and cursory allu- 
sion, any reference to what the name is now employed 
to express.*^ Nay, further, the word Sorites is never, 

I make bold to say, applied by any ancient writer 
to designate a certain form of reasoning. On the 
contrary. Sorites, though a word in not unfrequent 


a The passage referred to is pro- 
bably Anal. Prior., L 26. But there 
was no need of a special treatment 
of the Sorites, as it is merely a com- 
bination of ordinary syllogisms, and 
subject to the same rules. — E d. [The 
principle of the Sorites is to be found 


in Aristotle’s rule, Categ., c. 2 : 
** Preedicatum .^rsedicati est pne- 
dicatum subjectL” See also, Anal, 
Post, L 23 seq, Ct Facias, 
Comment., p. 159 ; Bertius, Logica 
PeripaUtica, L. iii. Appendix, p. 
179.] 
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employment by ancient authors, nowhere occurs in 
any other logical meaning than that of a particular 
kind of sophism, of which the Stoic Chrysippus was 
reputed the inventor." Swpo?, you know, in Greek, 
means a heap or ptYe of any aggregated substances, 
as sand, wheat, Ac. ; and Sorites, literally a heaper, 
was a name given to a certain captious argument, 


which in Latin obtained from Cicero the denomi- 


Tho nmtura natiou • of acervolis.^ The nature of the argument 
KphiTOL was this : — You were asked, for example, whether a 
certain quantity of something of variable amount were 
large or small, — say a certain sum of money. If you 
said it was small, the adversary went on gradually 
adding to it, asking you at each increment whether it 
were still small ; till at length you said that it was 
large. The last sum which you had asserted to be 
small, was now compared with that which you now 
asserted to be large, and you were at length forced 
to acknowledge, that one sum which you main- 
tained to be large, and another which you maintained 
to be small, differed from each other by the very 
pettiest coin, or, if the subject were a pile of wheat, 
by a single com. This sophism, as applied by Eubu- 
lides, (who is even stated by Laertius to be the 
inventor of the Sorites in general,) took the name of 
^oXcuepos, calvus, the bald. It was asked,— was a man 
bald who had so many thousand hairs ; you answer. 
No ; the antagonist goes on diminishing and dimin- 
ishing the number, till either you admit that he who 


n Peniua, Sat vi. 80 ; P Zk XHvinatione, ii. 4 : “ Qnem- 

“ InTenttti, Cliryi^pe, tui finitor admodnin Soriti resistas ? quern, si 
Eu. necesse sit. Latino verbo liceat acer- 

[Cicero applies Sorites to an argu- valem appellare.” Cf. Facciolati, 
ment which we would call a Sorites, Acroascs, p. 17 etseq. — Ed. 
but it could also be a Chrysippean. y L. ii. § 108. — Ed. 

De Finibut, L. iv. c. 18.] 
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was not bald with a certain number of hairs, becomes lbct, 

XIX. 

bald when that complement is diminished by a single — 

hair; or you go on denying him to be bald, until 
his head be hypothetically denuded. Such was the 
quibble which obtained the name of Sorites, — acerva- 
lis, climax, gradatio, &c. This, it is evident, had no 
real analogy with the form of reasoning now known 
in logic under the name of Sorites. 

But when was the name perverted to this, itsLao^iu* 
secondary signification \ Of this I am confident, 
that the change was not older than the fifteenth cen- iU present 

T . 1 1 • • • ncoeptation. 

tury. It occurs in none of the logicians previous 
to that period. It is to be found in none of the 
Greek logicians of the Lower Empire ; nor is it to be 
met with in any of the more celebrated treatises on 
Logic by the previous Latin schoolmen. The earliest 
author to whose writings I have been able to trace 
it, is the celebrated Lauren tins Valla, whose work 
on Dialectic was published after the middle of the 
fifteenth century. He calls the chain-syllogism — 

“ coacervatio syllogismorum (quern Graeci aroipov vo- 
cant.) ” “ I may notice that in the Dialectica of his 
contemporary and rival, George of Trebisond, the pro- 
cess itself is described, but, what is remarkable, no 
appropriate name is given to it^ In the systems of 
Logic after the commencement of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, not only is the form of reasoning itself described, 
but described under the name it now bears. 

I have been thus particular in regard to the history Tkedoctnne 
of the Sorites, — word and thing, — not certainly onJ^JSfn^ 
account of the importance of this histoi^^, considered 

a Dialectica Disputatiojiee, lib. Dialectica LibeUus, Coloniie, 1533, f. 
iii. c. 12. See Laurenlii Valla Opera, GO A. Cf. the Scholia of Ncomogna, 

Basileic, 1540, p. 742 . — Ed. ibid. f. 07 b. — E d. 

$ See Geoiyii Trape^untii De Be 
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in itself, but because it will enable you the better to 
apprehend what is now to be said of the illustration 
which the doctrine, taught by logicians themselves, 
of the nature of this particular process, affords of the 
one-sided view which they have all taken of the nature 
of reasoning in general. 

I have already shown, in regard to the simple syllo- 
gism, that all deductive reasoning is from whole to 
part ; that there are two kinds of logical whole and 
two kinds of logical part, — the one in the quantity of 
comprehension, the other in the quantity of extension ; 
and that there are consequently two kinds of reason- 
ing corresponding to these several quantities. I fur- 
ther showed that logicians had in simple syllogisms 
marvellously overlooked one, and that the simplest 
and most natural, of these descriptions of reasoning, — 
the reasoning in the quantity of comprehension ; and 
that all their rules were exclusively relative to the 
reasoning which proceeds in the quantity of extension. 
Now, in to-day’s Lecture, I have shown that, as in 
simple syllogisms, so in the complex form of the 
Sorites, there is equally competent a reasoning in com- 
prehension and in extension, — though undoubtedly, 
in the one case as in the other, the reasoning in com- 
prehension is more natural and easy in its evolution 
than the reasoning in extension, inasmuch as the 
middle term, in the former, is really intermediate in 
position, standing between the major and the minor 
terms, whereas, in the latter, the middle term is not 
in situation middle, but occupies the position of one 
or other of the extremes. 

Now, if in the case of simple syllogisms it be mar- 
vellous that logicians should have altogether over- 
looked the possibility of a reasoning in comprehension. 
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it is doubly marvellous that, with this their prepos- lect. 

session, they should, in the case of the Sorites, have ^ 

altogether overlooked the possibility of a reasoning in 
extension. But so it is.® They have all followed 
each other in defining. the Sorites, as a concatenated 
syllogism in which the predicate of the proposition 
preceding is made the subject of the proposition fol- 
lowing, until we arrive at the concluding proposition, 
in which the predicate of the last of the premises is 
enounced of the subject of the first. This definition 
applies only to the Progressive Sorites in comprehen- 
sion, and to the Kegressive Sorites in extension : but 
that they did not contemplate the latter form at all is 
certain, both because it is not lightly to be presumed 
that they had in view that artificial and recondite 
form, and because the examples and illustrations they 
supply positively prove that they had not. 

To the Progressive Sorites in extension, and to the Difference 
Regressive Sorites in comprehension, this definition is J^7S^*** 
inapplicable ; for in these, the subject of the premise **^^"***‘ 
preceding is not the predicate of the premise following. 

But the diflerence between the two forms is better 
stated thus : — In the Progressive Sorites of compre- 
hension and the Regressive Sorites of extension, the 
middle terms are the predicates of the prior premises, 
and the subjects of the posterior; the middle term 
is here in position intermediate between the extremes. 

On the contrary, in the Progressive Sorites of exten- 
sion and in the Regressive Sorites of comprehension, 
the middle terms are the subjects of the prior pre- 


o [Ridiger notices the error of rant vnlgo Peripatetici, et cum his 
those who make Sorites only of Gassendus, qui Soritem solum ad 
comprehensive whole. See his De pnedicatum pertinere existimat.” — 
Scnm Veri et Falsi, L. ii. c. 10, § Ed.] 

6, p. 400. Cf. p. .343 n., § 6.] [“Er- 
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mises and the predicates of the posterior ; the middle 
term is here in position not intermediate between the 
extremes. 

To the question, — why, in the case of simple syllo- 
gisms, the logicians overlooked the reasoning in com- 
prehension, and, in the case of the Sorites, the reason- 
isms, ing in extension, — it is perhaps impossible to afford a 
ingbc^ra- satisfactory explanation. But we may plausibly con- 
prehension. what it is out of our powcr certainly to prove. 

In regard to simple syllogisms, it was an original 
dogma of the Platonic school, and an early dogma of 
the Peripatetic, that philosophy, — that science, strictly 
so called, — was only conversant with, and was exclu- 
sively contained in, universals ; and the doctrine of 
Aristotle, which taught that all our general know- 
ledge is only an induction from an observation of 
particulars, was too easily forgotten or perverted by 
liis followers. It thus obtained almost the force of an 
acknowledged principle, that everything to be known 
must be known under some general form or notion. 
Hence the exaggerated importance attributed to defi- 
nition and deduction : it not being considered, that 
we only take out of a general notion what we had 
previously placed therein ; and that the amplification 
of our knowledge is not to be sought for from above 
but from below, — not from speculation about abstract 
generalities, but from the observation of concrete par- 
ticulars. But however erroneous and irrational, the 
persuasion had its day and influence ; and it perhaps 
determined, as one of its effects, the total neglect of 
one half, and that not the least important half, of the 
reasoning process. For while men thought only of 
looking upwards to the more extensive notions, as the 
only objects and the only media of science, they took 


Digitized by Google 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


381 


little heed of the more comprehensive notions, and lect. 

absolutely contemned individuals, as objects which ^ 

could neither be scientifically known in themselves, 
nor supply the conditions of scientifically knowing 
aught besides. The logic of comprehension and of 
induction was, therefore, neglected or ignored, — the 
logic of extension and deduction exclusively culti- 
vated, as alone affording the rules by which we miglit 
evolve higher notions into their subordinate concepts. 

This may help to explain why, subsequently to Aris- 
totle, Logic was cultivated in so partial a manner ; 
but why, subsequently to Bacon, the logic of compre- 
hension should still have escaped observation and 
study, I am altogether at a loss to imagine. But the And why, 
question, — why, when reasoning in general was viewed e^the Son. 
only as in the quantity of extension, the minor form overlooked 

the reftBOD* 

of the Sorites should have been viewed as exclusively jng m ex. 
in that of comprehension, — may perhaps be explained 
by the following consideration : this form was not 
originally analysed and expounded by the acuteness 
of Aristotle. But it could not escape notice that there 
was a form of reasoning, of very frequent employment 
both by philosophers and rhetoricians, in which a single 
conclusion was dra^vn from a multiplicity of premises, 
and in which the predicate of the foregoing premise 
was usually the subject of the following. Cicero, for 
example, and Seneca, are full of such arguments ; and 
the natural and easy evolution of the reasoning is 
indeed peculiarly appropriate to demonstration. Thus, 
to prove that every body is movable, we have the 
following self-evident deduction. Every body is in 
space ; what is in space is in some one part of space ; 
what is in one part of space may be in another ; what 
may be in another part of space may change its space ; 
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what may change its space is movable ; therefore, 
every body is movable. When, therefore, Valla, or 
whoever else has the honour of first introducing the 
consideration of this form of reasoning into Logic, was 
struck with the cogency and clearness of this com- 
pendious argumentation, he did not attempt to reduce 
it to the conditions of the extensive syllogism ; and 
subsequent logicians, when the form was once intro- 
duced and recognised in their science, were, as usual, 
content to copy one from another, without subjecting 
their borrowed materials to any original or rigorous 
criticism. 


Ut nemo in sese tcntat desccndere ; — nemo ! 
Sed piwcedenti gpectatur niantica tergo. “ 


Accordingly, not one of them has noticed, that the 
Sorites of their systems proceeds in a different quantity 
from that of their syllogisms in general, — that their 
logic is thus at variance with itself ; far less did any 
of them observe, that this and all other forms of 
reasoning are capable of being drawn in another 
quantity from that which they all exclusively contem- 
plated. And yet, had they applied their observation 
without prepossession to the matter, they would easily 
have seen that the Sorites could be cast in the quan- 
tity of extension, equally as common syllogisms, and 
that common syllogisms could be cast in the quantity 
of comprehension, equally as the Sorites. I have 
already shown that the same Sorites may be drawn 
either in comprehension or in extension ; and in both 
quantities proceed either by progression or by regres- 
sion. But the example given may perhaps be viewed 
as selected. Let us, therefore, take any other ; and 

a Penios, iv. 23. — En. 
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the first that occurs to my recollection is the following 
from Seneca,® which I shall translate: — 

He who is prudent is temperate ; 

He who is temperate is constant ; 

He who is constant is unperturbed; 

He who is unperturbed is without sorrow ; 

He who is without sorrota is happy; 

Therefore, the prudent man is happy. 


LBCT. 

XIX. 


proheojioD 
and Kxten- 
•ioa. 


In this Sorites everything slides easily and smoothly 
from the whole to the parts of comprehension. But, 
though the process will be rather more by hitches, the 
descent under extension will, if not quite so pleasant, 
be equally rapid and certain. 

He who is without sorrow is happy ; 

He who is unperturbed is without sorrow ; 

He who is constant is unperturbed ; 

He who is temperate is constant; 

He who is prudent is temperate ; 

Therefore, the prudent man is happy. 


I do not think it necessary to explicate these two 
reasonings, which you are fully competent, I am sure, 
to do without difficulty for yourselves. 

What renders it still more wonderful that the logi- The Gocie- 
cians did not evolve the competency of this process in " 
either quantity, and thus obtain a key to the opening 
up of the whole mystery of syllogistic reasoning, is 
this ; — that it is now above two centuries since the 
Inverse or Regressive Sorites in comprehension was 
discovered and signalised by Rodolphus Goclenius, a 
celebrated philosopher of Marburg, in which university 
he occupied the chair of Logic and Metaphysics.** 

a EpiH., 85. — Ed. Ed. [For the Ooclenian Sorites be> 

a Ooelenii Isagoge in Organum tore Goclenius, see Facias, Commait. 
AruMelu, Francof., 1598, p. 255. — in Anal. Prior., i. 26, p. 169.] 
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Epicheiro* 

ISA And 

Sorites, as 
polysyllo- 
gisras, corn* 
paratively 
simple, and 
not pleon- 
astic. 


This Sorites has from him obtained the name of Goc- 
lenian ; while the progressive Sorites has been ealled 
the common or Aristotelian. This latter denomina- 
tion is, as I have previously noticed, an error ; for 
Aristotle, though certainly not ignorant of the process 
of reasoning now called Sorites, does not enter upon 
its consideration, either under one form or another. 
This observation by Goclenius, of which none of our 
British logicians seem aware, was a step towards the 
explication of the whole process ; and we are, there- 
fore, left still more to marvel how this explication, so 
easy and manifest, should not have been made. Be- 
fore terminating this subject, I may mention that this 
form of syllogism has been sometimes styled by logi- 
cians not only Sorites, but also coacet'vatio, congeries, 
gradatio, climax, and de primo ad ultimum. The old 
name before Valla, which the process obtained among 
the Greek logicians of the Lower Empire, was the 
vague and general appellation of complex syllogism, 
— crvXkoyiiTfJioq (ruvOeros.^^ 

So much for the two forms of reasoning which may 
be regarded as composite or complex, and which logi- 
cians have generally considered as redundant. But 
here it is proper to remark, that if in one point, that 
is, as individual syllogisms, the Epicheirema and 
Sorites may be viewed as comparatively complex, in 
another, that is, as poly syllogisms, they may be viewed 
as comparatively simple. For resolve a Sorites into 
the various syllogisms afforded by its middle terms, 
and compare the multitude of propositions through 
which the conclusion is thus tediously evolved, with 
the short and rapid process of the chain-syllogism 
itself, and, instead of complexity, wc should rather be 

a [Blemmidas, Eiritome Logica, c. .31.] 
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disposed to predicate of it extreme simplicity." In 
point of fact, we might arrange the Epicheirema and 
Sorites with far greater propriety under elliptical 
syllogisms, than, as is commonly done by logicians, 
under the pleonastic. This last classification is, 
indeed, altogether erroneous, for it is a great mistake 
to suppose that in either of these forms there is aught 
redundant. 

a [Sm Leibnitz, Nouveavx Esmis, ed. BAspe. ] 

L. iv. 0 . ivii. § 4, pp. 446, 446, 448, 
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LECTURE XX. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECT. II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
EXTERNAL FORM. 

B. DEFECTIVE, — ENTHYMEME. 

C. REGULAR AND IRREGULAR, — FIGURE AND MOOD. 

I PROCEED now to the Second Class of Syllogisms, — 
those, to wit, whose External Form is defective. This 
class I give in conformity to the doctrine of modem 
logicians, whose unanimous opinion on the subject I 
shall comprehend in the following paragraph. 

If LXXII. According to logicians in general, a 
defective syllogism is a reasoning in which one 
only of the premises is actually enounced. It is 
therefore, they say, called an Enthymeme {h/6v- 
(lyfia), because there is, as it were, something held 
back in the mind {iv But as it is possible 

to retain either the sumption or the subsumption, 
the Enthymeme is thus of two kinds : — an Enthy- 
meme of the First, and an Enthymeme of the 
Second, Order. The whole distinction is, how- 
ever, erroneous in principle, and even if not 
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erroneous, it is incomplete ; for a Third Order of lect. 
Enthymemes is competent by the suppression of 
the conclusion. 

Such, as it is stated in the former part of the para- ExpUcs- 
graph, is the doctrine you -will find maintained with ThS'com- 
singular unanimity by modem logicians ; and, with onhe 
hardly an exception, this classification of syllogisms is * 
stated not only without a suspicion of its correctness, 
but as a division established on the authority of the *" 
great father of logic himself. In both assertions they 
are, however, wrong, for the classification itself is 
futile, and Aristotle afibrds it no countenance ; while, 
at the same time, if a distinction of syllogisms is to 
be taken from the ellipsis of their propositions, the 
subdivision of enthymemes is not complete, inas- 
much as a syllogism may exist with both premises 
expressed, and the conclusion understood. 

I shall, therefore, in the first place, show that the 
Enthymeme, as a syllogism of a defective enounce- 
ment, constitutes no special form of reasoning; in the 
second, that Aristotle does not consider a syllogism of 
such a character as such a special form ; and, in the 
third, that, admitting the validity of the distinction, 
the restriction of the Enthymeme to a syllogism of 
one suppressed premise cannot competently be main- 
tained. 

“ I. In regard then to the validity of the distinction, i. Th« &- 
This is disproved on the following grounds : First of 
aU, the discrimination of the Enthymeme, as a syUo- rowming. 
gism of one suppressed premise, from the ordinary 
syllogism, would involve a discrimination of the rea- 
soning of Logic from the reasoning in common use ; 

a Compwe Discutsumt, p. 1S3 tt atq . — ^Ep. 
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LECT. for, in general reasoning, we rarely express all the 

^ — propositions of a syllogism, and it is almost only in 

the treatises on Abstract Logic, that we find examples 
of reasoning in which all the members are explicitly 
enounced. But Logic does not create new forms of 
syllogism, it merely expounds those which are already 
given ; and while it shows that in all reasoning there 
are, in the mental process, necessarily three judgments, 
the mere non-expression of any of these in language, 
no more constitutes in Logic a particular kind of syl- 
logism, than does the ellipsis of a term constitute in 
Grammar a particular kind of concord or government. 
But, secondly, Syllogism and Enthymeme are not 
distinguished as respectively an intralogical and an 
extralogical form ; both are supposed equally logical. 
Those who defend the distinction are, therefore, neces- 
sarily compelled to maintain, that Logic regards the 
accident of the external expression, and not the essence 
of the internal thought, in holding that the Enthy- 
meme is really a defective reasoning.® 

It thus appears, that to constitute the Enthymeme 
as a species of reasoning distinct from Syllogisms 
Proper, by the difference of perfect and imperfect, is 
of all absurdities the greatest. — But is this absurd- 
ity the work of Aristotle 1 — and this leads us to the 
second head. 

II. The dii- II. Without entering upon a regular examination 
til". of the various passages of the Aristotelic treatises rela- 
tive to this point, I may observe, in the first place, 
that Aristotle expressly declares in general, that a 
ArittoUc. syllogism is considered by the logician, not in rela- 
tion to its expression (ov npo^ top efu koyov), but 

a [That Syllogism and Enthymeme reasoning, see Derodon, Logka Rftli- 
aro not properly distinct species of tula, Pars V. tract, i. c. 1 , p. 602. ] 
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exclusively as a mental process (dXXd npo<; tov eV rg lect . 

Xoyoi').“ The distinction, therefore, of a class of ^ — 

syllogisms as founded on a verbal accident, he thus of 
course, implicitly and by anticipation, condemns. But 
Aristotle, in the second place, does distinguish theThoEn^j- 
Enthymeme as a certain kind of syllogism, — as a syl- ai^oUo,- 
logism of a peculiar matter, — as a syllogism from signs 
and likelihoods.^ Now if, having done this, it were 
held that Aristotle over and above distinguished the 
Enthymeme also as a syllogism with one suppressed 
premise, Aristotle must be supposed to define the 
Enthymeme by two differences, and by two differences 
which have no mutual analogy ; for a syllogism from 
signs and likelihoods does not more naturally fall into 
an elliptical form than a syllogism of any other matter. 

Yet this absurdity has been and is almost universally 
believed of the acutest of human intellects, and on 
grounds which, when examined, afford not the slight- 
est warrant for such a conclusion. On the criticism 
of these grounds it would be out of place here to 
enter. Suffice it to say, that the texts in the Organon 
and Rhetoric, which may be adduced in support of the 
vulgar opinion, will bear no such interpretation ; — 
that in one passage, where the word dreX'^s {jmper- 
fect) is applied to the Enthymeme, this word, if 
genuine, need signify only that the reasoning from 
signs and probabilities affords not a perfect or neces- 
sary inference ; but that, in point of fact, the word 
dreX^s is there a manifest interpolation, made to 
accommodate the Aristotelic to the common doctrine 
of the Enthymeme, for it is not extant in the oldest 
manuscripts, and has, accordingly, without any refer- 
ence to the present question, been ejected from the 

a AnaL Post., i. 10 . — Ed. B Anal. Prior., ii. 27 ; £htt., i. 2 . — Ed. 
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LECT. best recensions, and, among others, from the recent 
edition of the works of Aristotle by the Academicians 
of Berlin, — an edition founded on a collation of the 
Appiic»- prineipal manuscripts throughout Europe.® It is not, 
however, to be denied that the term Enthymeme was 
ikynunu. gyllogism of somc unexpressed part, in 

very ancient times ; but, along with this meaning, it 
was also employed by the Greek and Roman rheto- 
By Die^ riciaus for a thought in general, as by Dionysius the 
carnusui. ' Halicamassian,^* and the author of the Rhetoric to 
Alexander, attributed to Aristotle,''' — for an acute 
dictum, as by Sopater® and A ulus Gellius,* — for a 
AoimOei- reasoning from contraries or contradictories, as by 
Cicero. Cicero.t Quintilian gives three meanings of the term ; 
Qmntiiion. sense, signifying ‘'omnia mente concepta,” 

in another, “ sententia cum ratione,” in a third, “ ar- 
gumenti conclusio, vel ex consequentibus vel ex repug- 
nantibue."^ 


a For a fuller history of this inter- 
polation, see DiKCiuskms, p. 164. — 
Ed. (For the correct doctrine of 
the Aristotelic Enthymeme, see Ma- 
riotte, ] [Saai tie Logique, P. ii. disc. 
iiL p. iw, Paris, 167a — Ed.] 

0 EpitMa ad C'n. Pompeium de 
pmdptiit Historieis, c. 5 : Tflt pirrot 
KoWtXoylia iKtlnu so) toC irkoirou 
Twv i¥9vpi)p^wy sard iroXo iartpeu 
The expression irXoOrot Mi/ptipiTter 
is rendered by J. C. T. Emesti, Oe- 
danken Fiille ; see his Lexicon Tcch- 
nologia Orceeorum BJuioricai, v. 
Mipripa. The same sentence is 
repeated in nearly the same words 
by Dionysius, in his Veterum Scrip- 
torum Cenntra, iii. 2. — Ed. 

y The author of the JUutorica ad 
AUxandrum, c. 8, classes the enthy- 
meme among proofs (iri<rr<ii), and, 
in c. II, defines it as a proof drawn 
from any kiudofopi>OBition: 'Zr0upii- 


fuira 8’ iffrlr oit rd ry \6yip sal 

rp Tpd^ri iyayrtoiipeya, dXAd sol roZr 
dXAoir Srmriy. This work is attri- 
buted by Victorius to Anaximenes 
of Lampsacus, and this conjecture is 
adopted by the latest editor, Spengcl. 
—Ed. 

t Sopalri Apameenne Prolego- 
mena in Arietidem. Aruilidu Op. 
Omn., ed. Jebb, voL i. f. d3 : Kal 
rp Twr 4y0upnpirmy m/KyinjTt irjpoo- 
Btylitt. In Canter’s Prolegomena 
this expression is rendered sententia- 
rum dentUaa, and the word lyBvpripa- 
Tucift in the same passage by arguiue 
in argumenlis. But compare Ditcus- 
sioHS, p. 157 . — Ed. 

• Noctee AUicce, vi. 13: “Qmere- 
bantur autem non gravis nec rever- 
ends, sed lytup-fipara qnmdam lepida 
et minuta." — E d. 

( Topica, o. 13 . — Ed. 

P hut. Oral., v. 10, 1 .-^Ed. 
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Among the ancients, who employed the tenn for a 
syllogism with some suppressed part, a considerable 
number held, with our modern logicians, that it was a 
syllogism deficient of one or other premise, as Alexan- 
der the Aphrodisian, Ammonius Hermiae, Philoponus,® 
&c. Some, however, as Pachymeres,^ only recognised 
the absence of the major premise. Some, on the con- 
trary, thought, like Quintilian,''^ that the suppressed 
proposition ought to be the conclusion ; — nay, Ulpian 
the Greek commentator of Demosthenes, and the 
scholiast on Hermogenes the Rhetorician,* absolutely 
define an Enthymeme — “a syllogism, in which the 
conclusion is unexpressed.” * 

III. This leads us to the third head; for on no 
principle can it be shown, that our modem logicians 
are correct in denying or not contemplating the pos- 
sibility of the reticence of the conclusion. The only 
principle on which a syllogism is competent, with one 
or other of its propositions unexpressed, is this, — that 
the part suppressed is too manifest to require enounce- 
ment On this principle, a syllogism is not less pos- 
sible with the conclusion, than with either of the pre- 
mises, understood ; and, in point of fact, occurs quite 
as frequently as any other. The logicians, therefore, 


LECT. 

XX. 

Denoted, 
with tome 
of the nn- 
cieoU, a 
•yllogium 
with Nme 
•uppretted 
part. 

The Apbro- 

disian. 

Ammonion. 

Philoponui. 

Pnehy- 

mere*. 

QuintiUam 

Ulpian* 

Scholiaaton 

Henno> 

genet. 

III. Admit- 
ting the 
Tahdity of 
the diim- 
minatkm of 
the Enihy- 
memo, it 
cannot be 
rettricted to 
a ayllogitm 
of one lup* 
p rette d pre- 
mite. 


a See Alexander, /n Topi<ay pp. 
6, 7} ed. Aid. 1513; Ammonius, 
/» quxnquue Voeet Porphyrii, f. 5 a, 
ed. AlA 1546 ; Philoponua, In 
Anal. Post., f. 4 a, ed. Aid. 1534. 
These authorities are cited in the 
Author's note, IH$cu»siont^ p. 156. 
— Kd. 

fi Spitome Logicts Ari^toUUSf 
OxoD. 1666, p. 113. See also his 
EpUonuin Unitfertam ArwtoUlis Dia- 
appended to Rasarius's 
translation of Ammonias on Por- 
phyry, Lugd., 1547, p. S244 . — Ed. 


7 Inal. Orat.f ▼. 14, 1. — Ed. 

3 Ulpian, Ad Dtmoath. Olynth.^ 
ii« {. 7 b, ed. Aid., 1527. Anonym! 
ad Hermogenem, De Invtniiane^ lib. 
iy. See Rheioru Orcecit ed. Aid. 
1509, Tol. ii. p. 371. in the same 
work, p. 365, the scholiast allows 
that either premise or conclusion 
may be omitted. — £d. 

• An enlarged and corrected list 
of authorities on this question is 
given by the Author, Diacnaaiouaf 
p. 167 .— Ed. 
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Examples 
of Entny- 
momes of 
tlie First, 
Second, 
and Third 
Order. 


£pi^;ram> 
matic ex- 
ample of 
Enthy- 
mcme with 
suppressed 
conclusion. 


to complete their doctrine, ought to have subdivided . 
the Enthymeme not merely into Enthymemes of the 
first and second, but also into Enthymemes of the 
third order, according as the sumption, the subsump- 
tion, or the conclusion is suppressed.® As examples 
of these various Enthymemes, the following may suf- 
fice : — 


The Explicit Syllogism. 

Every liar is a coward ; 

Cains is a liar ; 

Therefore^ Gains is a coward. 

I. Enthymeme of the First Order — (the Sumption under- 
stood.) 

Caitts is a Uar ; 

Therefore^ Cains is a coward. 

II. Enthymeme op the Second Order — (the Subsumption 
understood.) 

Every liar is a coward ; 

Therefore^ Cains is a coward. 

III. Enthymeme op the Third Order — (the Conclusion under- 
stood.) 

Every liar is a coward ; 

And Cains is a liar. 


In this last, you see, the suppression of the conclu- 
sion is not only not violent, but its expression is even 
more superfluous than that of either of the premises. 
There occurs to me a clever epigram of the Greek An- 
thology, in which there is a syllogism with the con- 
clusion suppressed. I shall not quote the original. 


a [That the Enthymeme is of three 
orders is held by Victorinus, (in Cas- 
siodoms, 0})era, vol. ii. p. 636, ed. 
1729 ; Rhetcres PHhoti, p. 341, ed. 


1699), or rather of four orders, for 
there may be an Enthymeme with 
only one proposition enounced. See 
Victorinus, as above.] 
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but give you a Latin and English imitation, which 
will serve equally well to illustrate the point in ques- 
tion." The Latin imitation is by the learned printer 
Henricus Stephanus, and he appbes his epigram to a 
certain Petrus, who, I make no doubt, was the Fran- 
ciscan, Petrus a Coruibus, whom Buchanan, Beza, 
Rabelais, and others have also satirised.^ It runs, as I 
recollect, thus : — 

“ Sunt monachi nequom ; ncciuam non unue et alter : 

Prajter Petrum omnes : est sed et hie monachus.” 

The English imitation was written by Person upon 
Gottfried Hermann, (when this was written, con- 
fessedly the prince of Greek scholars,) who, when 
hardly twenty, had attacked Person’s famous canons, 
in his work De Metris Gracorum et Romanorum. 
The merit of the epigram does not certainly lie in its 
truth. 

“ The Germans in Greek, 

Arc sadly to seek ; 

Not five in five score, 

But ninety-five more ; 

All, save only Hermann, 

And Hermann’s a German." 

In these epigrams, the conclusion of the syllogism 
is suppressed, yet its illative force is felt even in spite 


a The original is an epigram of 
Phocylidea, preserved by Strabo, B. 
X. p. 487, ed. Causaubon, 1620. Com- 
pare Anthologia Omca, L p. 54, ed. 
Bninck. Lips., 1794 Pottec Minorta 
Graxi, ed. Oaisford, L p. 444 

Ku TOSc atUKvXtZtH' AJptOt KOKOl’ WX ^ 
ftiPf 5’ ov* 

n<UTtf, IIpocX^OVC* col Ufiottkfift 

For the Iiatin imitation by Ste- 
phanas, see Theod. Bezee Potmaia, 
Vxm ex Georgia Buchanano, aliiague 
variia insignUmt poetU cxccrpia car- 


mina. Bxcudebat H. SUphanut, cx 
cujta etiam Epigrammalit Oraeis et 
LatinU aliquot eateris adjecta lUtU, 
1669, p. 217. 

The parody by Porson is given in 
A Short Account of the late Mr Rich- 
ard Poretm, M.A., p. 14, London, 
1808. The original Greek, with Per- 
son’s imitation, is also given in Dr 
Wellesley’s Anthologia PolygloUa, p. 
433.-ED. 

$ See Buchanan, Prancieeanue, 1. 
764 ; Beza, Poemata, p. 85, ed. 1669; 
Rabelais, L. iii. ch. 14 — £i>. 
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C. Syllo- 
gisms, Ro- 
gnUr and 
IfTOgolar. 


of the express exception; nay, in really conquering 
by implication the apparent disclaimer, consists the 
whole point and elegance of the epigram. To put 
the former into a syllogistic shape : — 


Sumption — The monke, one and all, are good-for-nothing varlets, 
excepting Peter ; 

Subsumption — But Peter is a monk. 


Now, what is, what must be, understood to complete 
the sense 1 — Why, the conclusion, — 


Therefore, Peter is a good-for-nothing varlet like the rest. 


There is recorded, likewise, a dying deliverance 
of the philosopher Hegel, the wit of which depends 
upon the same ambiguous reasoning. “ Of all my 
disciples,” he said, “ one only understands my philo- 
sophy; and he does not.”“ But we may take this 
for an admission by the philosopher himself, that the 
doctrine of the Absolute transcends human compre- 
hension. 

What has now been said may suflBce to show, not 
only that we may have enth 3 rmemes with any of the 
three propositions understood, but that the distinction 
itself of the enthjnneme, as a species of syllogism, is 
inept. 

I now go on to the Third Division of Syllogisms, 
under the head of their External or Accidental form, 
— I mean the division of syllogisms into Regular and 
Irregular, — a distinction determined by the ordinary 
or extraordinary arrangement of their constituent 
parts. I commence this subject with the following 
paragraph : — 

a See Ducussima, p. 78& — £ 0 . 
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II LXXIII. A syllogism is Irregular by rela- lect. 
tion, — 1°. To the transposed order of its Pro- 
positions ; 2°. To the transposed order of its 
Terms ; and, 3°. To the transposed order of both 
its Propositions and Terms. Of these in their 
order. 

1°. A syllogism in extension is Regular, in the 
order of its Propositions, when the subsumption 
follows the sumption, and the conclusion follows 
the subsumption. In this respect, therefore, 
(discounting the difference of the quantities of 
depth and breadth,) it admits of a fivefold irreg- 
ularity under three heads, — for either, 1°. The 
two premises may be transposed; or, 2°. The 
conclusion may precede the premises, and here, 
either the sumption or the subsumption may stand 
last ; or, 3°. The conclusion may be placed be- 
tween the premises, and here either the sumption 
or the subsumption may stand first. Thus, re- 
presenting the sumption, subsumption, and con- 
clusion by the letters A, B, C, we have, besides 
the regular order, 1°. B, A, C, — 2°. C, A, B, — 3°. 

C, B, A,— 4°. A, C, B,— 5“. B, C, A. (This doc- 
trine of the logicians is, however, one-sided and 
erroneous.) 

2°. A syllogism is Regular or Irregular, in re- 
spect to the order of its Terms, according to the 
place which the middle term holds in the pre- 
mises. It is regular, in Comprehensive Quantity, 
when the middle term is the predicate of the 
sumption and the subject of the subsumption ; — 
in Extensive Quantity, when the middle term is 
the subject of the sumption and the predicate 
of the subsumption. From the regular order of 
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the terms there are three possible deviations, in 
either quantity. For the middle term may occur, 
1°. Twice as predicate ; 2°. Twice as subject ; 
and, 3°. In Comprehensive Quantity, it may in 
the sumption be subject, and in the subsumption 
predicate ; in Extensive Quantity, it may in the 
sumption be predicate, and in the subsumption 
subject. Taking the letter M to designate the 
middle term, and the letters S and P to designate 
the subjeet and predicate of the conclusion, the 
following scheme will represent all the possible 
positions of the middle term, both in its regular 
and irregular arrangement The Regular con- 
stitutes the First Figure ; the Irregular order the 
other Three.® 

A. — In COMPREUENBION. 


I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

S is M. 

8 is lit 

M is 8. 

M is 8. 

M is P. 

P M M. 

M is P. 

P is M. 

8 M P. 

8 M P. 

8 is P. 

8 is P. 


B. — In Extension. 


I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

M M P. 

P i» M. 

M is P. 

P is M. 

S t« M. 

8 is M. 

M is 8. 

M is 8. 

8 t» P. 

8 ts P. 

8 is P. 

8 is P. 


These relative positions of the middle term in 
the premises, constitute, I repeat, what are called 
the J^our Syllogistic Figures {(rxqfiaTa,JigurcB) ; 
and these positions I have comprised in the two 
following mnemonic lines : — 

a Ct. King, LogUc, g 104 . — Ed. 
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Fob Comprehension. 

PrcB sub; turn pr<e jrra: ; turn sub sub; denique sub prxe. 


LECT. 

XX. 


Fob Extension. 

Sub pres; turn pros pros ; turn sub sub; denique pres suh.^ 


Of these two kinds of irregularity in the exter- 
nal form of syllogisms, the former, — that of proposi- 
tions, — is of far less importance than the latter, — that 
of terms ; and logicians have even thrown it alto- 
gether out of account, in their consideration of Syl- 
logistic Figure. They are, however, equally wrong 
in passing over the irregular consecution of the pro- 
positions of a syllogism, as a matter of absolutely no 
moment ; and in attributing an exaggerated import- 
ance to every variety in the arrangement of its terms. 
They ought* at least to have made the student of 
Logic aware, that a syllogism can be perspicuously 
expressed not only by the normal, but by any of the 
five consecutions of its propositions which deviate 
from the regular order. For example, take the fol- 
lowing syllogism : — 


Explicft> 

lion. 

Irregolar* 
ity in the 
eztoninl 
fonn of tyl> 
logifiD, aris- 
ing from 
irantposi- 
lion of tho 
Proposi- 
tions. 


That asyllo* 
gism can be 
pettpicn- 
ously ex- 
pressed by 
any of the 
fixe irregu- 
lar ooniocn- 
tions of its 
Proposi- 
tions. 


All virtue is praisetoorthy ; 

But sobriety is a virtue ; 

Therefore, sobriety is praiseworthy. 


This is the regular succession of sumption, sub- 
sumption, and conclusion, in a syllogism of extension j 
and as all that can be said, on the present question, 
of the one quantity, is applicable, mutatis mutandis, 
to the other, it will be needless to show articulately 
that a syllogism in comprehension is equally suscep- 


a This formula for Exteusion is gica, t. i c. UL p. 169. Tho other 
taken from Pnrehot, Inst. Phil., Lo- line is the Author’s own. — E d. 
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tible of a transposition of its propositions as a syllo- 
gism in extension. Keeping the same quantity, to 
wit, extension, let us first reverse the premises, leaving 
the conclusion in the last place (B, A, C.) 

Sobriety U a virtue ; 

But cUl virtue is praiseicorthy ; 

Therefore, sobriety is praiseworthy. 

This, it will be allowed, is sufficiently perspicuous. 
Let us now enounce the conclusion before the pre- 
mises ; and, under this head, let the premises be first 
taken in their natural order (C, A, B.) 

Sobriety is praiseworthy ; 

For all virtue is praiseworthy ; 

And sobriety is a virtue. 


Now let the premises be transposed (C, B, A.) 

Sobriety is praiseworthy ; 

For sobriety is a virtue ; 

And all virtue is praiseworthy. 

The regressive reasoning in both these cases is not 
less manifest than the progressive reasoning of the 
regular order. 

In the last place, let us interpolate the conclusion 
between the premises in their normal consecution 
(A, C, B.) 

All virtue is praiseworthy ; 

Therefore, sobriety is praiseworthy ; 

For sobriety is a virtue. 


Secondly, between the premises in their reversed 
order (B, C, A.) 
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Sobriety is a virtue ; 

Therefore, sobriety is praiseworthy ; 

For all virtue is praiseworthy.,, 

In these two cases the reasoning is not obscure, 
though perhaps the expression be inelegant ; for the 
judgment placed after the conclusion had probably 
been already supplied in thought on the enunciation 
of the conclusion, and, therefore, when subsequently 
expressed, it is felt as superfluous. But this is a cir- 
cumstance of no logical importance. 

It is thus manifest, that, though worthy of notice 
in a system of Logic, the transposition of the proposi- 
tions of a syllogism aflbrds no modifications of form 
yielding more than a superficial character. Logicians, 
therefore, were not wrong in excluding the order of 
the propositions as a ground on which to constitute 
a difference of syllogistic form : but we shall see 
that they have not been consistent, or not sufficiently 
sharp-sighted, in this exclusion ; for several of their 
recognised varieties of form, — several of the moods 
of syllogistic figure, — consist in nothing but a rever- 
sal of the premises. 

In reality, however, there is no irregular order ofTmedoc- 

, . . . r , . , trine of con- 

the syllogistic propositions, except in the smgle eecution. 
case where the conclusion is placed between the 
premises. For a syllogism may be either called syiiogiem 
Synthetic, m which case the premises come first, tietic m 
and the conclusion is last, (the case alone con- 
templated by the logicians) ; or it may be called 
Analytic, the proposition styled the conclusion pre- 
ceding, the propositions called the premises following, 
as its reasons, (a case not contemplated by the 

a Cl. Krn^ Zoffii, § 104, Anmerk, i. — E d. 
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The na- 
tural and 
transposed 
order of the 
^Uogistic 
I'erms. 


Fif^res of 
Syllogism. 


Three fig- 
ures distin- 
guished by 
Aristotle. 


Fourth 
Figure at- 
tributed to 
Galen, but 
on slender 
authority 


logicians). The Analytic and Synthetic syllogisms 
may again be each considered as in the quantity of 
Extension, or as in the quantity of Comprehension ; 
in which cases we shall have a counter-order of 
the premises, but of which orders, as indeed of 
such quantities, one alone has been considered by 
the logicians. 

I now, therefore, go on to the second and more 
important ground of regularity and irregularity — 
the natural and transposed order of the Syllogistic 
Terms. The forms determined by the diflferent posi- 
tion of the middle term by relation to the major 
and minor terms in the premises of a syllogism, are 
called Figures (o^/aara, Jlgurce )^ — a name given 
to them by Aristotle.® Of these the first is, on the 
prevalent doctrine, not properly a figure at all, if 
by figure be meant in Logic, as in Grammar and 
Rhetoric, a deviation from the natural and regular 
form of expression. Of these figures the first three 
were distinguished by Aristotle, who developed their 
rules with a tedious minuteness sometimes obscure, 
and not always in the best order, but altogether with 
an acuteness which, if ever equalled, has certainly 
never been surpassed. The fourth, which Whately, 
(at least in the former editions of his Elements^) 
and other recent Oxford logicians seem to sup- 
pose to be, like the others, of Aristotclic origin, — 
we owe perhaps to the ingenuity of Galen. I say 
perhaps, for though in logical treatises attributed 
without hesitation to the great physician, as if a 
doctrine to be found in his works, this is altogether 
erroneous. There is, I am certain, no mention of the 
fourth figure in any writing of Galen now extant, and 

o Anal. Prior., i. 4 . — Ed. [Cf. Pacius, Couivient., pp. 118, 122.] 
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no mention of Galen’s addition of that figure, by lfxtt. 

any Greek or Latin authority of an age approximat- ^ 

ing to his own. The first notice of this Galenic 
Figure is by the Spanish Arabian, Averroes of Cor- Oaien by 
dova, in his commentary on the Organon.^" Aver- 
roes flourished above a thousand years posterior to 
Galen ; and from his report alone (as I have also 
ascertained) does the prevalent opinion take its rise, 
that we owe to Galen this amplification, (or corruption, 
as it may be,) of the Aristotelic doctrines of logical 
figure. There has been lately published from manu- 
script by Didot of Paris, a new logical treatise of 
Galen.^ In this work, in which the syllogistic figures 
are detailed, there is no mention of a fourth figure. 

Galen, therefore, as far as we know, afibrds no excep- 
tion to the other authors upon Logic. In these cir- 
cumstances, it is needless to observe how slender is the 
testimony in favour of the report ; and this is one of 
many others in which an idle story, once told and 
retailed, obtains universal credit as an established fact, 
in consequence of the prevalent ignorance of the 
futility of its foundation. Of the legitimacy of the 
Fourth Figure I shall speak, after having shown you 
the nature of its reasoning. 

Before proceeding further in the consideration of complex 

■ I TT^* • *A_* i_ nuMliftcsrtioD 

the Figure of Syllogism, it is, however, necessary of the 
to state a complex modification to which it is syK^sm. 
subject, and which is contained in the following 
paragraph : — 


f LXXIV. The Figure of Syllogism is modi- Par. LXXIV. 
fied by the Quantity and Quality of the proposi- 

a Prior Analytics, [B, i. ch. 8. — 3 ToAtji'oC El(ray<»yif Ata\*itrtKii — 

Ed.] - ir napiffiip aufii' (1844). — Ed. 

VOL, I. 2 C 
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tions which constitute the reasoning. As the 
combination of Quantity and Quality affords 
four kinds of propositions, — Universal Affirma- 
tive (A), Universal Negative (E), Particular 
Affirmative (I), Particular Negative (0) ; and 
as there are three propositions in each syllogism, 
there are consequently in all sixty-four arrange- 
ments possible of three propositions, differing in 
quantity and quality ; — arrangements which con- 
stitute what are called the Syllogistic Moods, 
{Tpovoi, modi). I may interpolate the observa- 
tion : — The Greek logicians after Aristotle, look- 
ing merely to the two premises in combination, 
called these Syzygies, {a-vivytai, jugationes, con- 
pigationes, combinationes). Aristotle himself 
never uses rponos for either mood or modality 
specially ; nor does he use oT^^vyta in any defi- 
nite sense. His only word for mood is the vague 
expression syllogism. 

The greater number of these moods are, how- 
ever, incompetent, as contradictory of the general 
rules of syllogism ; and there are in all only 
eleven which can possibly enter a legitimate 
syllogism. These eleven moods again are, for the 
same reason, not all admissible in every figure, 
but six only in each, that is, in all twenty-four ; 
and again of these twenty-four, five are useless, 
and, therefore, usually neglected, as having a 
particular conclusion where a universal is compe- 
tent. The nineteen useful moods admitted by 
logicians, may, however, by the quantification of 
the predicate, be still further simplified, by super- 
seding the significance of Figure. 
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In entering on the consideration of the various lect. 

Moods of the Syllogistic Figures, it is necessary that 

you recall to memory the three laws I gave you of the 
Categorical Syllogism, and in particular the two clauses 
of the second law, — That the sumption must be defi- 
nite, (general or singular), and the subsumption affir- 
mative, — clauses which are more vaguely expressed 
by the two laws of the logicians, — that no conclusion 
can be drawn from two particular premises, — and 
that no conclusion can be drawn from two negative 
premises. This being premised ; you recollect that 
the four combinations of Quantity and Quality, com- 
petent to a proposition, were designated by the four 
letters. A, E, I, 0, — A denoting a universal affirma- 
tive ; — E, a universal negative ; — I, a particular affir- 
mative ; — 0, a particular negative. 

Afiserit A ; negat E ; verum univorsaliter amba; : 

Assent I ; negat O ; sed particulariter ambo.“ 

A, it afbrms of this, these, all ; 

As £ denies of any : 

I, it afihnns, as O denies, 

Of some, or few, or many. 

Thus A affirms what E denies, 

And definitely either ; 

Thus I affirms what 0 denies. 

But definitely neither.^ 

Now, as each syllogism has two premises, there are, n,opo«. 

aible com- 

a See above, p. 255 . — Ed. 

S [The following are previous 
English metrical versions of these 
lines ! — 

" A docth sSlrme, E dooth donigh, 
which are bothe anivemll : 

1 docth aihrmo, O doeth dcnigh, 
whicho woe particnlsr call." 


— Wilson, Jlule of Reason, p. 27 a, 
1551. 

** A says and E denies ; both totally. 

I layi and 0 denies ; both partially." 

— Wallis, Tnstitutio Logicae, 1686, L. 
ii. c. 4, p. 105.] 
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_ !-! of premises differing in quantity and quality, — viz. : 

binatioDS of 


prcniiftct. 

1) A A. 

2) E A. 

3) I A. 

4) 0 A. 


A E 

EE 

I E. 

0 E. 


A I. 

E I. 

I I. 

O I. 


A 0. 

E 0. 

I 0. 

0 0. 


How many 
of thcao are 

tally valid. 


Now the question arises, — are all of these sixteen 
possible combinations of different premises valid to- 
wards a legitimate conclusion ? In answer to this, 
it is evident that a considerable number of these are 
at once invalidated by the first clause of the second 
law of the categorical syllogism, in so far as recog- 
nised by logicians, by which all moods with two par- 
ticular premises are excluded, as in these there is no 
general rule. Of this class are the four moods, I I, 
1 0, 0 I, and 0 0. And the second clause of the 
same law, in so far as recognised by logicians, in- 
validates the moods of two negative premises, as in 
these there is no subordination. Of this class are the 
four moods, E E, E 0, 0 E, and 0 0. Finally, by 
the two clauses of the second rule in conjunction, the 
mood I E is said to be excluded, because the particu- 
lar sumption contains no general rule, and the nega- 
tive subsumption no subordination. (This, I think, is 
incorrect.) These exclusions have been admitted to 
be valid for everj- Figure ; there, consequently, remain 
(say the logicians), as the possible modes of any legi- 
timate syllogism, the eight following — A A, A E, A I, 
A 0, E A, E I, I A, 0 A ; “ but some of these, as appar- 
ently contradictory of the second rule in its more de- 
finite assertions, — that the sumption must be general 
and the subsumption affirmative, — I shall, after stating 


a Ct Bachinann, § 129. — Ed. 
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to you the common doctrine of the logicians, show to lect. 
be really no exceptions. — I — _ 

But whether each of the moods, though a priori whether 
possible, affords a proper syllogism in all the figures, th«t j. „ 
— this depends on the definite relations of the middle «biriloJd. 
term to the two others in the several figures. These, 
therefore, require a closer investigation. I shall con- 
sider them, with the logicians, principally in the 
quantity of extension, but, mutatis miUandis, all that 
is true in the one quantity is equally true in the other. 

Now if, in the first figure, we consider these eight Fjr.t 
moods with reference to the general rules, we .shall find 
that all do not in this figure afibrd correct syllogi.sms ; 
but only those which are constructed in conformity to 
the following particular rules, which are, however, in 
this figure, identical with those we have already given 
as general laws of every perfect and regular categori- 
cal syllogism. 

The symbol of the First Figure is, — 

S^m' } Extension ; | for Comprehension. 

The first rule is, — “ The sumption must be univer- 
sal. Were it particular, and, consequently, the sub- 
sumption universal, as : — 

Some M are P ; 

But all S are M ; 

we could not know whether S were precisely the part 
of M which lies in P, and it might be altogether out 
of P. In that case, an universal negative conclusion 
would be the correct ; but this cannot be drawn, as 
there is no negative premise, and though accidentally 
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Legitimate 
mooiU of 
First 
Figure. 


Their sym- 
bols. 


perhaps true, still it is not a necessary consequence 
of the premises.”® 

“The second rule is, — The subsumption must be 
affirmative. Were it negative, and consequently the 
sumption affirmative, in that case S would be whoUy 
excluded from the sphere of M ; and, consequently, 
the general rule under which M stands would not be 
applicable to S. Thus : — 

All M are P ; 

No S h M ; 

No S w P. 

All colours are physical pluenomena ; 

No sound is a colour ; 

Therefore, no sound is a physical phamomenon. 

“ Here the negative conclusion is false, but the affir- 
mative, which would be true, — all sounds are physical 
pheenomena, — cannot be inferred from the premises, 
and, thei:efore, no inference is competent at all.”^ 

Thus, in this figure, of the eight moods generally 
admissible, I A and 0 A are excluded by the first ; 
A E and A 0 by the second rule. There remain, 
therefore, only four legitimate moods, A A, E A, A I, 
and E I. — The lower Greek logicians denoted them 
by the terms, — 

rpofifiara, ^Eypmf^e, Tpa<f>i8i, ; 7 

the Latin schoolmen by the terms — 

Barbara, Celar&nt, Darii, and Ferio. 


a Bachmann, Logxk, § 130, p. 203. 
— Ed. [So Hollmann, Phil. Paiion' 
alis, qtaz Logica vulgo dicitur, § 461, 
Goitingm, 1746 ; Lovanienses, Com- 
merUaria in Isay. Parphyrii et in 
omnet Libras Arist. de DUUectica, 
Anal. Prior, y L. i. p. 216, Lovanii, 
1547; Ulrich, JnstU. Log, et Met., 
§ 191, lenoi, 1786 ; Fonseca, InstU. 


Dial., L. vi. c. 21, p. 363.] 

$ Baclunann, as above. — Ed. [Cf. 
Derodon, Logica Restituta, P. iv. p. 
618; Ulrich, as above; Lovanien- 
ses, as above ; Hollmann, Logica, 
§ 462..] 

y For an account of those mnemo- 
nics, see Discussions, p. 671, second 
edition. —E d. 
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In the Latin symbols, which are far more ingenious lect. 

and complete, and in regard to the history of which 1- 

I shall say something in the sequel, the vowels are 
alone at present to be considered, and of these the 
first expresses the sumption, the second the subsump- 
tion, and the third the conclusion. The correctness 
of these is shown by the following examples and de- 
lineations. 

“ The first mood of this figure : — 


I. Barbara. 


1. Bwlwn. 


All M are P ; 

AU S are M ; 

Therefore, all S are P. 

All that is composite is dissoluble ; 

All material things are composite ; 
Therefore, all material things are dissoluble. 



II. Celarent. 


2. Celarent. 


No M i« P j 
All S are M ; 

Therefore, «o 8 w P. 

No finite being is exempt from error ; 
All men are finite beings ; 

Therefore, no man is exempt from error. 

III. Daru. 



3. Darii. 


All M are P ; 

Some S are M ; 

Therefore, some S are P. 

All virtues are laudable 
Some habits are virtues ; 

Therefore, some habits are laudable. 



“ This diagram makes it manifest 


to the eye why 
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4. Perie, 


Second 

Figure. 


lU rulet. 


the conclusion can only be particular. As only a part 
of the 'sphere S lies in the sphere M, this part must 
lie in the sjjhere P, as the whole of M lies therein ; 
but it is of this part only that any thing can be 
affirmed in the conclusion. The other part of S can 
cither lie wholly out of P, or partly in P but out of M ; 
but as the premises affirm nothing of this part, the 
conclusion cannot, therefore, include it. 

IV. Feiuo. 

A’o M P ; 

So7m S arc M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

No virtue is reprehensible ; 

Some habits are. virtues ; 

Therefore, some habits are not reprehensible. 

© 


“ The conclusion in this case can only be particular, 
as only a part of S is placed in the sphere of M. The 
other part of S may lie out of P or in P. But of this 
the premises determine nothing.”* 

The symbol of the Second Figure is — 

S m' } Extension ; p | for Comprehension. 

“ This figure is governed by the two following rules. 
Of these the first is — One premise must be negative.^ 
For were there two affirmative premises, as : — 

a Bacbmun, Logik, p. 204-206. — S [See Derodon, Logica RcstUuta, 
Ed. P. It. p. 637; UoUmsnn, Logica, g§ 
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All P arc M ; 

All S are M ; 

All metals are minerals ; 

All pebbles are minerals ; 

the conclusion would be — All pebbles are metals, 
which would be false. 

“ The second rule is : — The sumption must be uni- 
versal." Were the sumption particular, the subsump- 
tion behoved to be universal ; for otherwise no con- 
clusion would be possible. But in that case the sump- 
tion, whether affirmative or negative, would afford 
only an absurd conclusion.^ 

“ If affirmative, as : — 

Some P are M ; 

No S is M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

Some animals lay eggs, i.e. are egg-laying things ; 

No horse, lays eggs, i.e. is any egg-laying thing ; 

Therefore, some horses are not animals. 



“ If negative, as :■ — 

So7ne P are not M ; 

All S are M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

Some minerals are not precious stones ; 
All topazes are precious stones ; 
Therefore, some topazes are not minerals. 


In both cases the conclusion is absurd. 


4C3, 464 ; Lovanieniies, Com. in a See Hollmann, and Lovanicnses, 
Aritt. Anal. Prior., L. i. p. 218; as cited above. — E d. 

SootuB,] [Qi«e*<ion« in .dtwii. Prior., 0 [Cf. Fonseca, Instil. Dial., L. 
L. i. q. 20, f. 268 .— Ed.] vi. c. 21. p. 36.3.] 
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1. Courc. 


2. CuncB- 
tres. 


3. Fotiuo. 


“ There thus remain,” say the logicians, “ only the 
moods Cesare, Camestres, Festino, Baroco. 


I. Cesake. 



No P M M ; 

All S are M ; 

Therefore, no S w P. 
Nothing material has free will; 
All sjgirils have free will; 
Therefore, no spirit is maierial. 


IL Camestres. 



All P are M ; 

O No S is M ; 

Therefore, tw S w P. 

All colours are visible; 

No sound is visible; 

Tlierefore, no sound is a colour. 


III. Festino. 


No P M M ; 

Some S are M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 


No vice is praiseworthy ; 

Some actions are praiseworthy ; 
Therefore,someactionsarenot vices. 



“ The diagram here is alternative, for as the con- 
clusion can only comprise a part of S, as it is only 
the consequence of a partial subordination of S to M, 
the other parts of S which are out of M may either lie 
within or without P. The conclusion can, therefore, 
only be particular. 
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IV. Baroco. 

AllV are M ; 

Some S are not M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

All birds are oviparous ; 

Some animals are not oviparous ; 

Therefore, some animals are not birds.” “ 

a Bachmaim, Lagdc, as above. — Eu. 
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Third 
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LECTURE XXL 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS, — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
EXTERNAL FORM. 

FIGURE — THIRD AND FOURTH. 

In our last Lecture, after terminating the general 
consideration of the nature of Figure and Mood in 
Categorical S}dlogisms, we were engaged in a rapid 
survey of the nineteen legitimate and useful moods 
belonging to the four figures, according to the received 
doctrine of logicians, (con.sequently, exclusively in Ex- 
tension) ; and I had displayed to you the laws and 
moods of the First and Second Figures. Before, there- 
fore, proceeding to any criticism of this doctrine, it 
behoves us to terminate the view of the two remain- 
ing figures. 

To each of the first two figures, logicians attribute 
four moods ; to the third they concede six ; and to 
the fourth five. The scheme of the Third Figure, in 
Extension, is — 

M P, 

M S. 

This figure (always in extension) is governed by 
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the two following laws ; — the first is, “ The subsump- 
tion must be affirmative.* Were the minor premise 
a negative, as in the syllogism, — 

All M are P ; All fiddles are musical instruments; 

No M is S ; But no fiddle is a fiute; 

here the conclusion would be ridiculous, — Therefore, 
no S is P, — Therefore, no flute is a musical instru- 
ment. For M and S can both exclude each other, 
and yet both lie within the sphere of P. 

“ The second law is, — The conclusion must be par- 
ticular, and particular although both premises are 
universal^ This may be shown both in afiiriliative 
and negative syllogisms. In the case of affirmative 
syllogisms, as : — 

All M are P ; 

But all M are S ; 

here, you will observe, M lies in two different spheres 
— P and S, and these must in the conclusion be con- 
nected in a relation of subordination. But S and P 
may be disparate notions,’’' and, consequently, not to 
be so connected ; an absurd conclusion would, there- 
fore, be the result. For example, — 

All birds are animals tcith feathers; 

But all birds are animals unth a heart ; 

Therefore, all animals with a heart are animals 
with feathers. 

“ Again,” say the logicians, “ in regard to negatives : 
— In- these only the sumption can be negative, as the 


a [See Ariitotle, Anal. Prior., i. 
Si Hollmann, Logica, § 

4t>6; Lovanienees, In Anal. Prior., 
L. i. p. 220.] 

a [But aee Hollmann, Logica, §g 
.1.-)2, 458; Lovanienf)C!i, In Anal. 


Prior., L. i. p. 220.] 
y DisparaU notions, i.e. co-ordi- 
nate i>arta of the comprehension of 
their common subject M. .See above, 
p. 224 . — Ed. 
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1. Dorapti 


subsumption, (by the first rule), must be afiirmative. 
Thus : — 


No M M P : No silver is iron: 

* or 

But all M are 8 ; ' But all silver is a mineral. 

“ Here the conclusion — No S is P , — No mineral is 
iron, would be false. 

“ Testing the eight possible moods in Extension by 
these special rules, there remain for this figure six, 
which by the Latin logicians have been named, Dar- 
apti, Felapton, Disamis, Datisi, Bocardo, Fcrison . — 
The first mood of this figure is : — 

I. Darapti.* 



All M are P ; 

But all M are S ; 

Therefore, some 8 are P ; 
or. 

All gilding is metallie ; 

All gilding shines ; 

Therefore, some things that shine are 
metallie. 


“ Here it is manifest that M cannot at once lie in 
two different spheres, unless these partially involve, — 
partially intersect each other. But only partially; 
for as both P and S are more extensive than M, and 
are both only connected through M, (t. e. through a 
part of themselves), they cannot, except partially, be 
identified with each other. 


a [Some of the ancient logicians, 
among othen Porphyry, have made 
two moods of Darapti, as Aristotle 
himself does in Cesare and Cames- 
tres, in Disamis and Datisi. See 
lloethios, De Syllogismo Categorieo, 
L. iL, Ojtem, p. 694 alibi. Of. Za. 
barclla. Opera Logica, De Qvarta 


Figttra SyUog., pp. 119, 120 e< seq.; 
Alex. Aphrodiaiensis, In A not. Prior. , 
i. 6, fl. 23, 24, Aid. 1631 ; Philopo- 
nus. In Anal. Prior., L. i. c. 6, f. 
28 b; Apulcius, TM Hahilud. Doet. 
Plat., L. iiL, Ojtrra, p. .37, 38, od. 
Elmenhorat. ] 
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“ The second mood of this figure is, — 

II. Felapton.” 

No M M P ; 

But all M arc S ; 

Therefore, gome S are not P ; 
or, 

No material substance is a moral subject ; 

But all that is material is extended ; 

Therefore, something extended is not a moral subject. 



“ You will observe, that according to this diagram, 
the conclusion ought to be — No S is P, because the 
whole of S lies out of the sphere of P ; and as in the 
concrete example, the notion extended is viewed as 
out of the notion moral subject, we might conclude, — 
Nothing extended is a moral subject. But this con- 
clusion, though materially correct, cannot, however, 
be formally inferred from the premises. In the sump- 
tion, indeed, the whole of M is excluded from the 
sphere of P ; but in the subsumption M is included 
in the sphere S, that is, we think that the notion M 
is a part of the notion S. Now in the conclusion, S 
is brought under P, and the conclusion of a categori- 
cal syllogism, in reference to its quantity, is, as you 
remember, by the third general law regulated by the 
quality of the subsumption. But as in the present 
case the subsumption, notwithstanding the univer- 
sality of the expression, only judges of a part of S ; 

a [Aristotle pves Fai>cmo, AnaL Logiae, L ii. o. 7, p. 1C9, Cantab. 
Prior,, L 7. (Bnrgerwlyck, Irutit. 1C47.)) 
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the conclusion can, in like manner, only judge of a 
part of S. Of the other parts of S there is nothing 
enounced in the premises. The relation between S 
and P could likewise be as follows : — 



No M is P ; 

But all M are S ; 
or. 

No pigeon is a hatch ; 

But all pigeons are birds. 


“ Here the conclusion could not be a universal nega- 
tive, — Therefore, no S is P — Therefore, no bird vi a 
hawk — for the sphere of S (bird) is greater than that 
of either M (jnycon) or P {hawk) ; it may, however, 
be a particular negative — Therefore, some S are not P, 
{therefore, some birds are not hawks), — because the 
sumption has excluded M and P {ingeon and haivk) 
from each other’s sphere, and, consequently, the part 
of S which is equal to M is different from the part of 
S w'hich is equal to P. — But if this be the case when 
the subsumption has an universal expression, tlie same, 
a fortiori, is true when it is particular. 

“ The third mood of this figure is : — 



III. Disamis. 

Some M are P ; 

But all M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are P ; 

or, 

Some acts of homicide arc laudable. ; 
But all acts of homicide are cruel ; 
Therefore, some cruel acts are latulable. 
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“ The fourth mood of this figure is ; — 


rv. Datwi. 

All M are P ; 

But some M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are P ; 
or, 

All acts of homicide are cruel ; 

Some acts of homicide are laudable ; 
Therefore, some laudable acts are cruel. 



“ This diagram makes it manifest that more than a 
single case is possible in this mood. As the subsump- 
tion is particular, the conclusion can only bring that 
part of S which is M into identity with P ; of the 
other parts of P there can be nothing determined, and 
these other parts, it is evident, may either lie wholly 
out of, or partly within, P. 

“ The fifth mood of this figure is : — 


V. Bocabdo. 


Some M are not P j 
But all M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are not P ; 
or, 

Some sylloffisms are not regular ; 

But all syllogisms are things important ; 

Therefore, some important things are not things regidar. 



“ The sixth mood of this figure is : — 

VI. Febibon. 

No TA is F j 
But some M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are not P ; 

VOL. I. 2 I) 
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i. Feruon. 
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or, 

No truth is icithout result ; 

Some truths are misunderstood ; 

Therefore, some things misunderstood are not without result. 



“ Here, as in the premises, only that part of S which 
is M is excluded from P, consequently the other parts 
of S may either likewise lie wholly out of P, or par- 
tially in P.” “ 

So much for the moods of the third figure. 

“ The formula of the Fourth Figure is : — 

P M 
M S. 

“ This figure is regulated by three laws. 

“ I. Of these the first is — If the sumption bo affir- 
mative, the subsumption must be universal. The 
necessity of this law is easily seen. For if wo had the 
premises — 

All V are M ; 

But some M are S ; 

in this case, M might, or might not, be a notion supe- 
rior to P. On the former alternative, if M be higher 
than P, and likewise higher than S, then the whole of 
S might be contained under P. — In this case, the 
proper conclusion would be a universal aflSrmative ; 
which, however, cannot follow from the premises, as 
a Baclimann, Jsmik, § 132, p. 211-218. — El). 
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the subsumption, ex hypothesi, is particular. On the 
latter alternative, even if M were not superior to S, 
still since P is only a part of M, we could not know 
whether a part of S were contained under P or not. 
For example : — 

All men are aninwh ; 

But some animals are amphibious. 

From these premises no conclusion could be drawn. 

“ II. The second rule by which this figure is governed 
is — If either premise be negative, the sumption must 
be universal. 

“ Supjjosc we had the premises — 

Some P are not M ; 

But nit M are .S ; 

Therefore, some S are not P ; 
or. 

S/me, animals eire not feathered ; 

But (dl feathered animals are birds ; 

Therefore, some birds are not animals ; 

in this case, the whole of S lies within the sphere 
of P ; there cannot, therefore, follow a particular 
negative conclusion, and if not that, no conclusion 
at all. The same would happen were the sumption a 
particular affirmative, and the subsumption a univer- 
sal negative. 

“ III. The third rule of the fourth figure is — If the 
subsumption be affirmative, the conclusion must be 
particular. This (tlie logicians say) is manifest. For 
in this figure S is higher than M, and higher than P, 
consequently only a part of S can be P. 

“ If we test by these rules the eight possible moods, 
there are in this figure five found competent, which, 
among sundry other names, have obtained the fol- 
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1. Branua- 
tip. 


2. Cunene*. 


Dimarii. 


lowing : Bramantip, Camenes, Dimaris, Fesapo, 
Fresison. 

“ Of these moods the first is ; — 

I. Bramantip, otherwise Bamalip, &c. 

All P are M ; 

All M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are P ; 

or, 

All greyhounds are dogs ; 

But all dogs are quadrupeds ; 

Therefore, some quadrupeds are greyhounds. 

“ The second mood is called : — 

II. Camenes, Calemes, or Calentes, &c. 

All P are M ; 

But no M is S ; 

Therefore, no S is P ; 
or. 

All ruminating animals have four 
stomachs ; 

But no animal icith four stomachs is carnivorous ; 

Therefore, no carnivorous animal ruminates. 

“ The third mood in the fourth figure is variously 
denominated : — 

III. Dimaris, or Dimatis, or Dibatis, &c. 

Some P arc M ; 

But all M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are P ; 
or, 

Some practically virtuous men are neces- 
sitarians ; 

All necessitarians speculatively subvert the distinction of vice and 
virtue ; 

Therefore, some who speadatively subvert the distinction of vice 
and virtue are practically virtuotis men. 
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“ The fourth mood of this figure is : — 
rv. Fbsapo. 

No P w M ; 

All M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are not P ; 
or, 

No negro is a Hindoo ; 

Bui all Hindoos are blacks ; 

Therefore, some blacks are not negroes. 


LECT. 

XXJ. 


4. FcMpO. 



“ According to the first of these diagrams, all S is 
excluded from P, and thus the conclusion would seem 
warranted that — No S is P. This conclusion cannot, 
however, be inferred ; for it would violate the third 
rule of this figure. For while we, in the sumption, 
have only excluded M, that is, a part of S, from P, and 
as the other parts of S are not taken into account, we 
are, consequently, not entitled to deny these of P. 
The first diagram, therefore, which sensualises only a 
single case, is not coadequate with the logical formula, 
and it is necessary to add the second in order to ex- 
haust it. The second diagram is, therefore, likewise a 
sensible representation of Fesapo ; and that diagram 
makes it evident that the conclusion can only be a 
particidar negative. 

“ The fifth and last mood is : — 


V. FrESISON. 5. Fraiwii. 

No P M ; 

But some M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 
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or, 

No moral irrinciple is an animal impulse ; 

But some animal impulses are principles of action ; 
Therefore, some principles of action are not moral principles. 



“ 'rhe demonstration is here the same as in tlic former 
mood. Since the subsumption only places a part of 
M in the sphere of S, the conclusion, whose quantity 
is determined by the suljsumption, can only deny P 
of that part of S which is likewise a part of M.” “ 
Having thus concluded the exposition of the various 
Figures and Moods of Syllogisms, as recognised by 
logicians, in reference to Extensive Quantity, it will 
not Ixj necessary to say more than a W’ord in general, 
touching these figures and moods in reference to Com- 
prehensive Quantity. Whatever mood and figure is 
valid and regular in the one, is valid and regular in 
the other ; and every anomaly is equally an anomaly 
in both. The rules of the various figures which we 
have considered in regard to syllogisms in Extension, 
are all, without exception or qualification, applicable 
to syllogisms in Comprehension, with this single pro- 
viso, that, as the same proposition forms a different 
premise in the several quantities, all that is said of the 
sumption in extension, should be understood of the 
subsumption in comprehension, and all that is said of 
the sumption in comprehension, should be undemtood 
of the subsumption in extension. What, therefore, 

o Bachmftnn, Lo(pk, § 1.13, p. 2l8-2'23. — Es. 
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has hitherto been, or may hereafter be, stated of the 
mood and figure of one quantity, is to be viewed as 
applicable, mutatis mutandis, to the other. This being 
understood, I proceed, in the first place, to show you 
that the complex series of logical forms which I have 
enumerated, may be considerably diminished, and the 
doctrine of syllogism, consequently, reduced to a higher 
simplicity. In doing this I shall consider, first, the 
Figures, and, secondly, their Moods. 

Now, as regards the number of the Figures, you are 
aware, from what I formerly stated, that Aristotle 
only contemplated the first three, and that the fourth, 
which is, by those who do not mistake it for an Aris- 
totelic form, referred with little probability to Galen, 
was wholly unnoticed until the end of the twelfth or 
the beginning of the thirteenth century, when it was 
incidentally commvmicated, as an innovation of the 
physician of Pergamus, by the celebrated Averroes, in 
his commentary on the Prior Analytics of Aristotle, 
but by Averroes himself rejected as an illegitimate 
novelty.* The notice of this figure by the commen- 
tator was, however, enough ; and though repudiated 
by the great majority of the rigid Aristotelians, the 
authority of Scotus, by whom it was defended,^ secured 
for it at last, if not an universal approval, at least a 
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ine doctrine 
oriogical 
fomu. 


I. Tlio 
Figurei. 

The Fourth. 


a In Anal. Prior., i. 8. Optra 
Arittotelu, t. i. f. 78, Venetiia, 1560. 
—Ed. 

S This statement is nutilted as 
doubtiul in the Author’s Common- 
place Book. Scotus (Qtursl. in Anal. 
Prior., L q. 34) expressly rejects the 
Fourth Figure. He says, “Solum 
tribus modis potest fieri debits ordi- 
natio respectuextremorum secundum 
subjectionem et prsedicationem ; igi- 
tiir tres erunt figune et nun pinres 
.... quia per sulam trans|ioBitiu- 


nem non perrenit divendtas alicujus 
praBmissm nec conclusionis ; per con- 
sequens nec diversitas figuro!.” 

The Fourth Figure is, however, 
said by Ridiger, (Ve Scmu Peri et 
Falsi, p. 337), to have been intro- 
dnoed by Galen and Scotus. Hos- 
pinianus (De Conlrcmerriit Dialecti- 
cis, c. xix.) attributes (erroneously) 
the invention of this figure to Scotus. 
Compare also Noldius, Logica Recog- 
nita, c. xiii. § 4, p. 277 . — Ed. 
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very general toleration, as a legitimate though an 
awkward form. The arguments indeed by which it 
was attempted to evince the incompetency of this 
figure, were not of a character calculated to enforce 
assent ; for its inference is not less valid than that of 
any other, — however tortuous and perverse it may be 
felt to be. In fact, the logicians, in consequence of 
their exclusive recognition of the reasoning in exten- 
sion, were not in possession of the means of showing, 
that this figure is a monster undeserving of toleration, 
far less of countenance and favour. I shall not, there- 
fore, trouble you with the inconclusive reasoning on 
the part either of those who have assailed, or of those 
who have defended this figure, but shall at once put 
you in possession of the ground on which alone, I 
think, its claim to recognition ought to be disallowed. 

In the first place, then, you are aware that aU rea- 
soning is either in the quantity of comprehension, or 
in the quantity of extension. You are aware, in the 
second place, that these quantities are not only differ- 
ent, but, as existing in an inverse ratio of each other, 
opposed. Finally, in the third place, you are aware 
that, though opposed, so that the maximum of the 
one is the minimum of the other, yet the existence of 
each supposes the existence of the other ; accordingly, 
there can be no extension without some comprehen- 
sion, — no comprehension without some extension. 

This being the case, it is evident that, besides the 
definite reasoning from whole to part, and from parts 
to whole, within the several quantities and in their 
perpendicular lines, there is also competent an indefi- 
nite inference across from the one quantity to the 
other. For if the existence of the one quantity be 
only possible under the condition of the other, we may 
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always, it is self-evident, in the first place, from the lect. 

^ • •• XXI 

affirmation of anything in extension, indefinitely affirm 

it in comprehension, as, reciprocally, from the affirma- 
tion of anything in comprehension, we may indefinitely 
affirm it in extension ; and, in the second place, from 
the negation of anything in extension, we may abso- 
lutely deny it in comprehension, as reciprocally, from 
the negation of anything in comprehension, we may 
absolutely deny it in extension. 

Now, what has not been observed, such is exclu- This tho 
sively the inference in the Fourth Figure; its two inference in 
last rules are in fact nothing but an enunciation of Fi^. 
these two conditions of a cross inference from the 
one quantity to the other ; and the first rule will be 
hereafter shown to be only an error, the result of 
not observing that certain moods are only founded 
on the accident of a transposed order of the premises, 
and, therefore, constitute no subject for a logical 
legislation. 

To prove this statement of the nature of the infer- Proved md 
ence in the fourth figure, it is only necessary to look 
at its abstract formula. In extension this is : — 


P w M ; 
M w S ; 

S wP. 


Here in the premises P is contained under M, and 
M is contained under S ; that is, in the premises S is 
the greatest whole and P the smallest part. So far, 
this syllogism in extension is properly a syllogism in 
comprehension, in which the subject of the conclusion 
is the greatest whole, and its predicate the smallest 
part. From such premises we, therefore, expect, that 
the conclusion carrying out what was established in 
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— this, however, our expectation is disappointed ; for 

the reasoning suddenly turns round in the conclusion, 
and affirms S as a part of P. And how, it may be 
asked, is this evolution in the conclusion competent, 
seeing that it was not prepared, and no warrant given 
for it in the premises ? To this the answer is prompt 
and easy. The conclusion in this figure is solely legi- 
timated by the circumstance, that from an identity 
between the two terms in one quantity, we may 
always infer some identity between them in the other, 
and from a non-identity between them in one quantity, 
we can always infer a non-identity in the other. And 
that in this figure there is always a transition in the 
conclusion from the one quantity, is evident ; for that 
notion which in the premises was the greatest whole, 
becomes in the conclusion the smallest part ; and that 
notion which in the premises was the smallest part, 
becomes in the conclusion the greatest whole. Now 
how is this manoeuvre possible 1 — how are we entitled 
to say that because A contains all B, therefore, B con- 
tains some A ? Only it is clear, because there is here 
a change from the containing of the one quantity to 
the containing of the other; and because, each quantity 
necessarily implying the indefinite existence of the 
other, we are consequently permitted to render this 
necessary implication the ground of a logical infer- 
ence. 

Thii hybrid It is manifest, however, in the first place, that such 
a cross and hybrid and indirect reasoning from the 
one quantity to the other, in the fourth figure, is 
wholly of a different character and account from the 
reasoning in the other three figures, in which all 
inference, whether upwards or downwards, is equable 
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and homogeneous within the same quantity. The lect. 
latter in short is natural and easy ; the former un- — ^ — — 
natural and perverse. 

In the second place, the kind of reasoning com- 2. UkIcm. 
potent in the fourth figure, is wholly useless. The 
change from the one quantity to the other in the 
course of a syllogism, is warranted by no necessity, by 
no expediency. The reasoning in each quantity is 
absolute and complete within itself, and all that can 
be accomplished in the one process can equally well 
bo accomplished in the other. The jumping, therefore, 
from extension to comprehension, or from compre- 
hension to extension, in the conclusion of the fomth 
figure, is a feat about as reasonable and useful in 
Logic, as the jumping from one horse to another would 
be reasonable and useful in the race-course. Both are 
achievements possible; but, because possible, neither 
is, therefore, a legitimate exercise of skill 

We may, therefore, on the ground that the fourth 
figure involves a useless transition from one quantity 
to another, reject it as a logical figure, and degrade it 
to a mere logical caprice. 

But, in the third place, there is a better ground ; s. Logically 
the inference, though valid in itself, is logically, — is "* 
scientifically, invalid. For the inference is only legi- 
timated by the occult conversion of the one quantity 
into the other, which takes place in the mental process. 

There is thus a step taken in the reasoning, which is 
not overtly expressed. Were the whole process stated 
in language, as stated it logically ought to be, instead 
of a simple syllogism with one direct conclusion, we 
should have a complex reasoning with two conclusions; 
one conclusion direct and immediate, (the inference, 
to wit, of conversion), and from that immediate con- 
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elusion another mediate and indirect, but whicli, as it 
stands, appears as the one sole and exclusive conclu- 
sion from the premises. This ground, on which I 
think the fourth figure ought to be specially abolished, 
is stated with the requisite details in the Logical 
Appendix contained in the second edition of my Dis- 
cussions on Philosophy.'^ 

a P. G63.— El). 
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LECTURE XXII. 

STOICHEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OF THE PRODUCTS OP THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — ^THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
EXTERNAL FORM. 

C. REGULAR AND IRREGULAR. 

FIGURE — REDUCTION. 

In my last Lecture, after terminating the view of the lect. 

nineteen Moods of the Four Syllogistic Figures, ac- L 

cording to the doctrine of logicians, I entered on the 
consideration, — how far their doctrine concerning the 
number and legitimacy of these various figures and 
moods was correct. In the conduct of this discus- 
sion, I proposed, first, to treat of the Figures, and, 
secondly, to treat of the Moods. Commencing, then, 
with the Figures, it is manifest that no exception can 
possibly be taken to the first, which is, in poiqt of 
fact, no figure at all, but the one regular, — the one 
natural form of ratiocination. The other three figures 
divide themselves into two classea The one of these 
classes comprehends the fourth ; the other, the second 
and third figures. The fourth figure stands, on the 
common doctrine of the logicians, in a more unfavour- 
able situation than the second and third. It was not 
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recognised by Aristotle ; it obtained admission into 
the science at a comparatively recent period ; it has 
never in fact been universally recognised; and its 
progress is manifestly more perverse, circuitous, and 
unnatural, than that of any other. 

In regard to this fourth figure, I stated that the 
controversy among logicians touching its legitimacy, 
had been without result ; its opponents failing to show 
that it ought to be rejected ; its defenders failing to 
show that it was deserving of recognition. I then 
stated that the logicians, in their one-sided view of 
the reasoning process, had let slip the one gi’eat prin- 
ciple on which the legitimacy of this figure was to be 
determined. I then explained to you that the i^ccu- 
liarity of the fourth figure consists in this, — that the 
premises are apparently the premises of a syllogism 
in one kind of quantity, while its conclusion is the 
converted conclusion of a syllogism in the other. It 
is thus in every point of view contorted and prepos- 
terous. Its premises are transposed, and the conclu- 
sion follows from these, not directl)’^, but through the 
medium of a conversion. I showed how, and how far, 
this kind of reasoning was competent, and that though 
the inference in the fourth figure is valid, it is incon- 
venient and useless, and, therefore, that the form itself, 
though undoubtedly legitimate, is still only a legiti- 
mate monster. Herewith the Lecture terminated. 

Now, looking superficially at the matter, it might 
seem, from what has now been said, that the fourth 
ought to be at once expunged from the series of 
logical figures. But a closer examination wiU show 
us that this decision would be rash. In point of fact, 
all figure properly so called, that is, every figure, with 
the exception of the first, must Ije rejected equally 
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with the fourth, and on the following ground, — that l^. 
they do not, in virtue of their own expressed pre- ^ 
mises, accomplish their own inference, but that this 
is done by the mental interpolation of certain comple- 
mentary steps, without which no conclusion in these 
figures could be drawn. They are thus in fact reason- 
ings apparently simple, but in reality complex ; and 
when the whole mental process is expressed, they are 
found to be all only syllogisms in the first figure, with 
certain corollaries of the different propositions inter- 
mingled." This doctrine corresponds with that of the 
logicians, in so far as they, after Aristotle, have allowed 
that the three last figures are only valid as reducible 
to the first ; and, to accomplish this reduction, they 
have supplied us with a multitude of empirical rules, 
and lavished a world of ingenuity in rendering the 
working of these complex rules more easy. From 
Whately and the common books on Logic, you are of i*un»nd 
course acquainted with the import of the consonants mnemonic*, 
in the cabalistical verses, Barbara, Celarent, &c.;^ and wtbon. 
it must be confessed that, taking these verses on their 
o^vn ground, there are few human inventions which 
display a higher ingenuity. Their history is appa- 
rently altogether unknown to logicians. They were, 
in so far as they relate to the three first or Aristotelic 
figures, the invention of Petrus Hispanus, who died in 
1277 Pope John XXII., (or as he is reckoned by some 
the XXL, and by others the XX). He was a native 
of Lisbon. It is curious that the corresponding Greek 
mnemonics were, so far as I can discover, the inven- 
tion of his contemporary Nicephorus Blemmidas, who 

a This doctrine of Fignre, which vier ayllogistixhcn Hi/urcn, 1762; 
u developed in paragraph Ixxv., ia Werke, i. p. 55, ed. Roaenkranz and 
mainly taken from Kant. See his Schubert. — E d. 

Essay 7>i« faUche Spit^ndigicil der B See JHacusnoni, p. 666 . — Ed. 
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LECT. was designated Patriarch of Constantinople.® Between 
- them, these two logicians thus divided the two highest 
places in the Christian hierarchy ; but as the one had 
hardly begun to reign when he was killed by the 
downfall of his palace, so the other never entered on 
his office, by accepting his nomination, at all. The 
several works of the Pope and the Patriarch were for 
many centuries the great text-books of Logic, — the one 
in the schools of the Greek, the other in the schools 
of the Latin church. 

Tbo Greek The Greek symbols are far less ingenious than the 

lymboli lc« ^ » i i i . 

ingenreu. Latin, US they mark only the consecution, quantity, 

Laiin. and quality of the different propositions of the various 
moods of the three generally admitted figures, without 
showing to what mood of the first the moods of the 
other two figures are to be reduced, far less by what 
particular process this is to be done. All this is ac- 
complished by the symbols of the Roman Pontiff. As 
to the relative originality, or the priority in point of 
date, of these several inventions, I am unable to speak 
with certainty. It is probable, however, that the 
Blemmidas was the first, both because his verses are 
the simpler and ruder, and because it is not known 
that he was acquainted with the writings of the 
Western logicians ; whereas I find that the Summula: 
of Hispanus are in a great measure taken, not indeed 
from the treatise of Blemmidas upon Dialectic, but 
from the Synopsis of the Organon of liis somewhat 
earlier contemporary Michael Psellus.'*' 


a Bat gee Ditmuioni, p. 672. — 
Ed. 

$ See Platiu, [Ilittoria tie VUia 
PotUifimm Eomanorum, p. 181, ed. 
1572. See also Bnickor, HUl. Phil., 
vol. iii. p. 816 . — Ed.] 
y The reverse is probably the 


truer acconot ; the work which goes 
by the name of Paollns being in all 
probability a translation from His- 
panns, the mnemonics, with one ex- 
ception, being omitted. See Discus- 
trims, p. 128 . — Ed. 


Digitized by Coogle 



LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


433 


But the whole of the rules given by logicians for lect. 

the Reduetion of Syllogisms are unphilosophical, for ^ 

they are merely the empirical statements of the opera- 
tion of a principle in detail, which principle itself has 
been overlooked, but which, when once rationally ex- 
plicated, supersedes the whole complex apparatus of*"P'"'*'- 
rules for its mechanical application. 

If I succeed, therefore, in explaining to you how the The i«»t 
three last Figures are only the mutilated expressions Figure, 
of a complex mental proces.s, I shall not only subvert 
their existence as forms of reasoning not virtually of 
identical with the first figure, — I shall not only re- procou, uiil 
lieve you from the necessity of studying the tedious 
and disgusting rules of their reduction, but in factfu^rt. 
vindicate the great principles of reasoning from ap- 
parent anomaly. For, in the first place, if the three 
last figures are admitted as genuine and original forms 
of reasoning, the principle that all reasoning is the re- 
cognition of the relation of a least part to a greatest 
whole, through a lesser whole or greater part, is invali- 
dated. For, in the three latter figures, the middle term 
docs not really hold the relation of an intermediate 
whole or part to the subject and predicate of the con- 
clusion ; for either, in the second figure, it contains 
them both, or, in the third, is contained by them both, 
or, in the fourth, at once contains the greatest whole, 

(that is, the predicate in extensive, the subject in com- 
prehensive, quantity), and is contained by the smallest 
part, (that is, the subject in extensive, the predicate 
in comprehensive, quantity). In the second place, if 
these three figures are admitted as independent and 
legitimate forms, the second general rule I gave you 
for categorical syllogisms, is invalidated in both its 
clauses. For it will not hold true, that every cate- 

VOL. I. 2 E 
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XXII. 


Pw.LXXV. 
The Second, 
Third, and 
Kourtn Fig* 
am only 
accidental 
modidca> 
liona of the 
First. 


Moods of 

Second 

Figure. 

1. Cesarc. 


gorical syllogism must have an universal sumption 
and an affirmative subsumption. The law of the 
universal quantity of the sumption is violated, in the 
third figure by Disamis and Bocardo, in the fourth 
by Dimaris ; the law of the affirmative quality of 
the subsumption is violated, in the second figure by 
Camestres and Baroco, and in the fourth by Camenes. 
I, therefore, proceed to reconcile all these anomalies by 
the extinction of the three last figures, as more than 
accidental modifications of the first, and commence 
with the following paragraph : — 

^ LXXV. The three last (that is. Second, Third, 
Fourth) Figures arc merely hybrid or mixed rea- 
sonings, in which the steps of the process are 
only partially expressed. The unexpressed steps 
are, in general, conversivo inferences, which we 
are entitled to make, 1°, From the absolute nega- 
tion of a first notion as predicated of a second, 
to the absolute negation of the second notion as 
predicated of the first — if no A is B, then no 
B is A ; 2°, From the total or partial affirmation 
of a lesser class or notion of a greater, to the 
partial affirmation of that greater notion of that 
lesser — if all (or some) A is B, then some B 
is A. 

Taking the figures and moods in their common 
order ; in the Second Figure the first mood is Cesarc, 
of which the formula is : — 
iVb P w M ; 

Jiut all S arc M ; 

Therefore, no S in P. 

Here the ostensible or expressed sumption. No P is 


Digitized by Google 



LECTURES ON LOOIC. 


435 


M, is mentally converted into the real sumption by lect. 
the inference, — Then no M is P. The other proposi- 
tions follow regularly, — viz. : 

But all S are M ; 

Therefore, wo S w P. 

The real syllogism, fully expressed, is thus : — Iq r»*iiiy 

Cciftront. 

Real Sumption, No M w P ; 

Subsumption, But all S are M ; 

Conclusion Brffo, no S w P. 

To save time, I shall henceforward state the com- 
plementary propositions which constitute the real and 
proximate parts of the syllogism, by the name of rea/, 
proximate, or interpolated sumption, subsumption, or 
conclusion ; and those who take notes may simply 
mark these, by placing them within brackets. To 
avoid confusing the conversive inference with the 
ostensible conclusion of the syllogism, I shall mark 
the former by the illative conjunction then ; the latter 
by the illative conjunction therefore. I shall take the 
concrete examples which I chanced to give in illustra- 
tion of the various moods. In Cesare the concrete 
example was : — 

{Nothing that is material has 

Ostensible Sumption, < . 

{ free will ; 

Real, Interpolated, Sumption,... { 

1m material;) 

Subsumption, But all spirits have free will ; 

Conclusion, Therefore, no spirit is material. 

Throwing out of account the ostensible sumption, 
and considering the syllogism, in its real nature, as 
actually evolved out of the sumption mentally under- 
stood ; we have thus, instead of a syllogism in Cesare 
of the second figure, a syllogism in Celarent of the 
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2. Cam- 
estrcs. 


In reality 
Cclarcnt. 


first. The seeming irregularity is thus reduced to 
real order. 

The second mood of the second figure, viz. Cam- 
cstres,® is rather more irregular, and, therefore, the 
process of redressing it, though equally easy, is some- 
what more complex. The formula is : — 

AUV arc M ; 

But no S w M ; 

Th'reforey no S is P. 

Here, in the first place, the premises arc transposed, 
for you remember by the second general law of syllo- 
gisms, the sumption must in extension be universal, 
and the subsumption affirmative. By a preliminary 
operation, their apparent consecution must, therefore, 
be accommodated to their real. The premises being 
restored to order, there is yet a further intricacy to 
unravel. The sumption and the conclusion are neither 
of them proximate ; for we depart from a conversive 
sumption, and primarily obtain a conclusion which 
only gives us the ostensible conclusion, in the second 
instance, through an inference. Thus : — 

Ostensible Sumption, No S M ; 

Proximate or Real Sumption, {2'hen^ no M ia S ;) 

Subsumption, All P are M ; 

Proximate or Real Conclusion, {Therefore^ no P is S ;) 

Ostensible Conclusion, Therefore, no S is P. 

The concrete example given was : — 

All colours are visible ; 

But no sound is visible ; 

Therefore, no semnd is n colour. 


a [That Cesarc and C^omcBtrcs are Opera Logica, he Quarta Fujnra 

the same syllogism with acciden- 5'yZ/ogf., p. Ill, and authorities cited 

tal order of i>rcmisc8, see Zabarella, above, p. 414, note.] 
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Reversing the premises, we have : — 

Apparent Sumption No sound is visible; 

Proximate or Real Sumption, .. .(TVicn, visible is a sound ;) 

Subsumption, All colours are visible; 

Proximate or Real Conclusion,... (?%ere/ore, no colour is a sound ;) 
which gives, as a conversivo 
inference, the 

Expressed Conclusion, Then, no sound is a colour. 

Thus it is evident that Camestres, in the second fig- 
ure, is only a modification of Celarent, in the first* 
The third mood of the Second Figure, Festino, pre- 
sents no difficulty. We have only to interpolate the 
real sumption, to which the subsumption and conclu- 
sion proximately refer. Thus : — 

Expressed Sumption, No P is M ; 

Real or Proximate Sumption, ...(77ie», no M is P ;) 

Subsumption, But some S arc M ; 

Conclusion Therefore, some S are not P. 

Our concrete example was : — 

Expressed Sumption No vice is laudable ; 

Some actions are lamlable ; 
Therefore, some actions are not vices. 

Here we have only to interpolate as the real sump- 
tion ; — 

1 Nothing laudable is a vice. 

Festino, in the second figure, is thus only Fcrio in the 
first, with its sumption converted. 


a Cf. Krug, Logit, § 109, p. 3C8; gica Jleslil., Pars. iv. p. 648. licusch, 
Mark Duncan, Instit. Logictc, L. iv. Systetna Loyicum, % 439, i>. 613]. 
c. .4, p. 229 . — Ed. [Dcrodon, Lo- 


LECT. 

XXII. 


3. Kcstioo. 


lu reality 
Fcrio. 
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4. Daroco. 


Roductio ad 
impowibilo. 


In reality 
Darii. 


The fourth mood, Baroco, is more troublesome. In 
faet, this mood and Bocardo, in the third figure, have 
been at once the cruccs and the 0])probria of logicians. 
They have, indeed, succeeded in reducing these to the 
first figure by what is called the reductio ad impos- 
sihile, that is, by circuitously showing that if you deny 
the conclusion in these syllogisms, the contradictory 
inference is absurd ; but as of two contradictories one 
or other must be tnie, it, therefore, remains that the 
original conclusion shall be admitted. This process 
is awkward and perplexing; it likewise only con- 
strains assent, but does not aflbrd knowledge ; while 
at the same time we have here a syllogism with a 
negative subsumption, which, if legitimate, invalidates 
the universality of our second general rule. Now, on 
the principle I have proposed to you, there is no 
diflSculty whatever in the reduction of this or of any 
other mood. Here, however, we do not, as in the other 
moods of the second figure, find that the syllogism 
proximately departs from an unexpressed sumption, 
but that the proximate subsumption and the proxi- 
mate conclusion have been replaced by two derivative 
propositions. The formula of Baroco is : — 

AU P are M ; 

Bui some S are not M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

But the following is the full mental process : — 

Sumption, AllV are M ; 

Real Subsumption, (Some not-M are S ;) 

wliich gives the r Then, some S arc not-^1 ; 

Expressed Subsumption, | Or, some S arc not M ; 

Rijal Conclusion, ( Therefore, some not-V arc S ;) 
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which gives the , TVieJi, «ame S are wt-V ; 

Expressed Conclusion, \ Or, mme S are not P. 

Or, to take our coucrctc example : — 

All birds are ovijHirotts ; 

Bid some animals are not oviparous ; 

Therefore, some animals are not birds. 

Of this the explicated process will stand as follows : — 

Sumption, All birds are oviparous ; 

,, , c, »• i (Some things not oviparous are 

Iteal Subsumption, J " •' 

( animals ;) 

which gives the t Then, some animals are not-oei- 

Exprossed Subsumption, •. parous ; 

lOr, are not oviparous ; 

^ ^ . ( (Therefore, some things not birds 

Koal or Proximate Conclusion, < ■ , \ 

I arc animals ;) 

which gives the ( Then, some animals are nol- 

Expressed Conclusion, -! birds ; 

' Or, are not birds. 

Now, in this analysis of the process in Baroco, we 
not only resolve the whole problem in a direct and 
natural and instructive way ; but we get rid of the 
exception which Baroco apparently affords to the 
general rule, that the subsumption of a categorical 
must be affirmative. Here you sec how the real sub- 
sumption is affirmative, and how, from having a 
negative determination in its subject, it by conversion 
assumes the appearance of a negative proposition, the 
affirmative proposition, — some things not-birds are 
animals, being legitimately converted, first into, — 
some animals are not-birds, and this again being legi- 
timately converted into, — some animals are not birds. 
You recollect that,'in the doctrine of Propositions,® I 
showed you how every affirmative proposition could 

a Soe above, p. 253. — Eo. 


LETT. 

XXII. 
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LECT. be adequately expressed iii a negative, and every 
— ^ ^ negative in an affirmative form ; and the utility of 
that observation you now see, as it enables us simply 
to solve the problem of the reduction of Baroco, and, 
as we shall also see, of Bocardo. Baroco is thus 
directly reduced to Darii of the first figure, and not, 
as by the indirect process of logicians in general, to 
Barbara." On this doctrine the name Baroco is also 
improper, and another, expressive of its genuine affin- 
ity, should be imposed. 

Third Fig- We proceed now to the Third Figure. You will 
observe that, as in the Second Figure, with the ex- 


a There seems to bo an error in 
the text here. The syllogism, as 
tinally reduced, is not in Darii, nor 
in any legitimate mood; and its na« 
tural reduction, according to the me- 
thod adopted by the Author, is not 
to Darii, but to Ferio, by means of 
an unexpressed sumption. Thus : — 

All Pare M; 

ThfH no no<*M are P ; 

Some S are so<-M ; 

Therefore^ temu S are not P. 

This is the method adopted by the 
following logicians, referred to by 
the Author in his Common-Place 
Book, viz. ! — Noldius, who calls 
Baroco, Facrono, Logka Recognita^ 
cap. xii. § 12, p. 300, IGGG; Reuscb, 
(who follows Noldius), Syeiema Lo- 
gicuin^ § 539, p. GW, 2d ed., 1741; 
Wolf, Phil. Ilalionalis^ §384 ; Bacb- 
inann, Logik^ § 133, Anm., L p. 224. 
Before any of the above-mentioned 
writers, Mark Duncan gives the re- 
duction of Camestres to Celarent, 
and of Baroco to Ferio, by counter- 
position. He adds, witli special re- 
ference to the reduction of Baroco to 
Ferio by this methml, — ** Hanc re- 
ductionis specietn cxistimo a scbnlas- 
ticis })ersi>octam fuisse : sod deKi>ec- 


tam ; quia in priuia figura propositio 
minor afhrmans attributi infiniti, 
quam primo intuitu videatur esse 
negans, formic evidontiam obscurat : 
atqui syllogismorum reductio com- 
parata ost non ad fonnm bonitatem 
obscurandam, sed illustrandam.” 
iMtitutioncs IjOgicoCf L. iv. c. 3, § 4, 
p. 230. Salmurii, 1G12. 

The syllogism of the text may also 
be exhibited more circuitously, as 
Darii, by retaining the affirmative 
quality in the converted proposition. 
Thus 

A H «o<-M fliY «of-P ; 

Some 8 are nof- M ; 

Tkerrfarty 9o\M S art ho<-P. 

This is tho method of reduction 
employed by Derodon, who, in the 
same way, would reduce Camostres 
to Barbara, Logica JlcslUula^ P, iv. 
tract, i. c. 2, art. G, p. C48. The 
error hero noticed seems to have ori- 
ginated in a momentary confusion 
of the reduction of Baroco with that 
of Bocardo ; which, however, coul<l 
not be rectified without greater al- 
terations in the text than the E<U- 
tors consider thenisclve^ justified in 
making. — Ko. 
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ception of Baroco, it was the sumption of the two lect. 

premises which was affected by the conversion, so in ^ 

the third it is the subsumption. For in Camestres of 
the second, and in Disamis and Bocardo of the third, 
figure, the premises are transposed. This understood 
subsumption is a conversive inference from the ex- 
pressed one, and it is the proximate antecedent from 
which the real conclusion is immediately inferred. 

In the first mood of this figure, Darapti, the sub- 1. D«»pti. 
sumption is an universal affirmative ; its conversion 
is, therefore, into a particular affirmative. Its for- lu reality 

I . Darii. 

mula IS — 

Sumption AWiS. are P ; 

Expressed Subsumption But all M are S ; 

which gives the 

Really Proximate Subsumption,... (TAen, some S are M ;) 
from which directly flows 

The Conclusion, Therefore, some S arc P. 


Our concrete example was : — 

Sumption All gildinfj is metnllle ; 

Expressed Subsumption But all gilding shines ; 

which gives, as a conversion, 
the 

Real Subsumption, / 

and fixrm this last imme-' gilding; 

diately proceeds the 

,, , . f Therefore, some things that shine 

Conclusion J , 

( are metallic. 

Thus, Darapti, in the third figure, is nothing but a 
one-sided derivative of Darii in the first.® 

The second mood of the Third Figure is Felapton. 2. Fei»pi»n. 
Its formula — 

a [Rensoh, Syitema Logiaim, § 639, p. 614.) 
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3. Duami*. 


Id roality 
Uarii. 


Sumption, No M !« P ; 

Expressed Sumption All M are S ; 

The Heal Subsumption, {Then, gome S are M ;) 

from which 

The Conclusion Therefore, some S are not P. 

Our example was — 

Sumption, Nothing material is a free agent ; 

Expressed Subsumption, i '^‘^terial is ex- 

\ tended ; 

Of which the Real Subsumption 1 (TVten, something extended is 
is the converse, / material ;) 

From which the Conclusion, ... / something extended is 

I not a free agent. 

Felapton, in the third Figure, is thus only a modifi- 
cation of Ferio in the first. 

The third mood in this figure is Disamis. Its for- 
mula — 

Some M are P ; 

But all M are S ; 

Therefore, some S are P. 

Here the premises are transposed. Their order being 
rectified : — 

Sumption, All M are S ; 

Expressed Subsumption, Btd some M are P ; 

Which, by conversive infer- 

enco, gives the Proximate \{Then, some P arc M ;) 

Subsumption, ) 

From which proceeds the Real ) /,ni .<• n o \ 

„ , . > {The)-efore, some P are S :) 

Conclusion, ) ' 

Which, by conversion, gives the 1 ^ g p 

Exproesed Conclusion, ) 

Our example was (the reversal of the premises being 
rectified) : — 

Sumption, All acts of homicide are cruel ; 

, r, , f Nut some acts of homicide are 

Expressed Subsumption, | laudable 
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Which gives, as a conversive in- \ 
ference, the Proximate Sub- 

sumption, j <^<^»of1umiicide;) 

FromthisProximateConclusion,! some laudable ads 

( are cruel ;) 

Which again give8,a8it8Converse, 1 Therefore, some cruel acts arc 
the Expressed Conclusion,. ... / laudable; 


LECT. 

XXII. 


Thus Disamis in tlie third, is only Darii in the first 
figtire. 

The fourth mood of the Third Figure is Datisi, which i Dmi»i. 
is only Disamis, the premises not being reversed, and 
the conclusion not a conversive inference. It re- In reality 
quires, therefore, only to interpolate the proximate 
subsumption. Thus — 

Sumption, AWM. are V; 

Expressed Subsumption, But some M arc S ; 

Giving by conversion, {Then, some S are M ;) 

From which last the Conclusion, Therefore, some S are P. 

Sumption, All acts of homicide arc cruel; 

Expressed Subsumption, { 

I laudable ; 

Which gives, by conversion, the ( {Then, some laudable acts are 
Proximate Subsumption, I acts of homicide ;) 

From which the Conclusion,.... [ TIu^^Mc, some laudable acts are 

( cruel. 


Thus, Datisi likewise is only a distorted Darii. 

The fifth mood of the Third Figure is the famous s. bookIo. 
mood Bocardo, which, as I have mentioned, with 
Baroco, but far more than Baroco, was the opprobrium 
of the scholastic system of reduction. So intricate, 
in fact, was this mood considered, that it was looked 
upon as a trap, into which if you once got, it w'as no 
easy matter to find an exit. Bocardo was, during the 
middle ages, the name given in Oxford to the Aca- 
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demical Jail or Career, — a name which still remains as 
a relique of the ancient logical glory of that vener- 
able seminary. Rejecting, then, the perplexed and un- 
satisfactory reduction by the logicians of Bocardo to 
Barbara by an apagogical exposition, I commence by 
stating, that Bocardo is only Disamis under the form 
of a negative affirmative ; its premises, therefore, are 
transposed. Removing the transposition, its formula 
is — 

All M are S ; 

But some M are not P ; 

Therefore^ some S are not P. 


which is thus explicated, like Baroco : — 


Sumption, 

Expressed Subsumption, 

Which gives, by conversive in- 
ference, 

From thisRealSubsumption pro- 
ceeds the Proximate Conclu- 
sion, 

Which again gives, by conversion, 
the Expressed Conclusion,. . . . 
AVhonco again, 


All M arc S ; 

Some M are not P ; 

I {Then^ some not-V are M ;) 

|•(27^^r^ybre, same not-V are S;) 

j- Then^ some S are not-V ; 

Some S are not P ; 


Our concrete example was (the order of the pre- 
mises being redressed) : — 


Sumption, 

Expressed Subsumption, 

From which, by conversive in- 
ference, 

And from this Proximate Sub- 
sumption proceeds the Proxi- 
mate Conclusion, 

From whence, by conversion, the 
Expressed Conclusion, 

Whence, 


All syllogisms are important ; 

/ But some syllogisms are not 
1 regular ; 

\{Tluin^ some things not regular 
) are syllogisms ; ) 

Therefore^ some things not regu- 
lar are important ; 

Then^ some important things are 
not-regular ; 

Whence, some important things 
are not regular ; 


Digitized by Google 


LECTURES ON LOGIC. 


445 


Bocardo is thus only a perverted and perplexed 
Darii.“ 


LECT. 

XXII. 


The last mood of the Third Figure is Ferison, whieh «. Feri«m. 
is without difficulty, — it only being required to inter- 
polate the real subsumption, from which the conclusion j,” 
is derived. Its formula is — 


Sumption, 

Expressed Subsumption, 

tVTiich gives, by convorsive infer- 
ence, the Subsumption 

From which immediately flows 
the Conclusion, 

Sumption, 

Expressed Subsumption 

The Conversive Inference from 

which is, 

And from this Implied Subsump- 
tion immediately proceeds the 
Conclusion, 


No M P ; 

But some M are S ; 

Then, some S are M ; 

Therefore, some S are not P. 

No truth is vnthout result ; 

But some truths are misunder- 
stood ; 

Then, some things misunderstood 
are truths; 

Therefore, some things misunder- 
stixnl are not without result. 


Ferison<* is thus only Ferio, fringed with an accident 
of conversion. 

The Fourth Figure is distinguished from the two Fourth 
former in this, — that in the Second and Third Figures 
one or other, but only one or other, of the premises 
requires the interpolation of the mental inference; 
whereas, in the Fourth Figure, either both the pre- 
mises require this, or neither, but only the conelusiou. 

The three first moods, (Bamalip, Calemes, Dimatis,) 
need no conversion of the premises ; the two last, 
Fesapo and Fresison, require the conversion of both. 

The result of the foregoing diseussion is that, in 

a [See Noldius, Log. Rtc., c. xii. S [Scotua says that Ferison, Ro- 
§ 12, p. 301. Bocardo is called Do- cardo, and Felapton, arc nsoloss, as 
camroc by Noldius. Cf. Keuscb, concluding indirectly. Qua-Miones, 

Syst. Lng., § 5.39, p. 611.] In Anal. Prior., L. i. q. 24.] 
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LECT. rigid truth, no figure is entitled to the dignity of a 
simple and independent form of reasoning, except 
improperly been termed the First ; 
three latter figures being only imperfect or 
?ora“f elliptical expressions of a complex process of infer- 
"“““■ng ence, which, when fully enounced, is manifestly 
only a reasoning in the first figure. There is 
thus but one figure, or, more properly, but one pro- 
cess of categorical reasoning ; for the term figure 
is abusively applied to that which is of a character 
regular, simple, and essential. 

Fijfuro of 
Hypotheti 
cal, r>i»- 

Ind HyM- sidcr liow far the other species of Simple Syllogisms, — 

thctico-bi(- , tt 1 • 1 1 T'.- ■ • 1 1 TT 1 • 

junciivo the IJypothctical, the Disjunctive, and the Hypothctico- 
disjunctive, — are subject to this accident of form. In 
regard to the Hj^othetical Syllogism, this kind of 
reasoning is not liable to the affection of figure. It is 
true indeed that we may construct a syllogism of three 
hypothetical propositions, which shall be susceptible 
of all the figures incident to a categorical reasoning ; 
but this is itself in fact only a categorical syllogi.sni 
hypothetically expressed. For example : — 


Having, therefore, concluded the treatment of figure 
in respect of Categorical Syllogisms, it remains to con- 


//A is, then B is ; 

But if S is, then A is ; 
Therefore, if S is, then B is. 


This syllogism may certainly be varied through all 
the figures, but it is not an hypothetical syllogism, in 
the proper signification of the term, but manifestly 
only a categorical ; and those logicians who have 
hence concluded, that a hypothetical reasoning was 
exposed to the schematic modifications of the cate- 
gorical, have only shown that they did not know' how 
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to discriminate these two forms by their essential 
differences. 

In regard to the Disjunctive Syllogism the case is 
different; for as the disjunctive judgment is, in one 
point of view, only a categorical judgment whose pre- 
dicate consists of logically opposing members, it is 
certainly true that we can draw a disjunctive syllo- 
gism in all the four figures. 

I shall use the letters P, M, and S ; but as the dis- 
junction requires at least one additional letter, I shall, 
where that is necessary, take the one immediately 
following. 


LEcrr. 
. XXII. 


Figure I. 

M u either P or Q ; 

S w M ; 

Therefore, S is either P or Q. 


Figure II. 

First case — 

P is either M or N ; 

S is neither M 7im- N ; 

Therefore, S is not P. 

Second case — 

P is neither M nor N ; 

S is either M or N ; 

Therefore, S is not P. 

Figure III. 

M is either P or Q ; 

M is S ; 

Therefore, some S is either P or Q. 


Figure IV. 

First case — 

P is either M or N ; 
Doth M and N are S ; 
Therefore, some S t« P. 
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Second case — 

P is either M or N ; 

Neither M nor N «« S ; 

Therefore, S is not P.n 

Of Composite Syllogisms, — I need say nothing eon- 
cerning the Epicheirema, which, it is manifest, may 
be in one figure equally as in another. But it is less 
evident that the Sorites may be of any figure ; and 
logicians seem, in fact, from their definitions, to have 
oidy contemplated its possibility in the first figure. 
It is, however, capable, by a little contortion, of all 
the four schematic accidents ; but as this at best con- 
stitutes only a logical curiosity, it is needless to spend 
any time in its demonstration.^ 

So much for the Form of reasoning, both Essential 
and Accidental, and for the Divisions of Syllogisms 
which arc founded thereon. 


a See Chr. J. Branifla, Orundr\ss dovelopmontB of the Sorites in difTcr* 
tier Logikj § 394, p. 14C. Compare ent figures, see Hcrbart, Lehrhuch 
Knig, LogUc, p. 387 ct aeq, zur JCinltntung in die Philoaophie, § 

/5 For this dovelopment of the 70; Drobisch, Kcue DanUllung der 
Sorites, see Appendix X. For other Aoyiit, gg 80*84. — Ed. 
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LECTUEE XXIII. 


STOICIIEIOLOGY. 

SECTION II. — OP THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT. 

III. — DOCTRINE OF REASONINGS. 

SYLLOGISMS. — THEIR DIVISIONS ACCORDING TO 
VALIDITY. 

FALLACIES. 

All the varieties of Syllogism, whose neeessary laws lkct. 

and contingent modifications we have hitherto con- ^ 

sidcred, arc, taken together, divided into classes hy 
reference to their Validity ; and I shall comprise the 
heads of what I shall afterwards illustrate, in the 
following paragraph. 

II LXXVI. Syllogisms, by another distribution, pw lxxvi. 
are distinguished, by respect to their Validity, — cvre"’’ 
into Correct or True and Incorrect or False. The wt. " ” 
Incorrect or False arc again (though not in a 
logical point of view) divided, by reference to 
the intention of the reasoner, into Paralogisms, or 
Faulty Reasonings, and Sophisms, or Decep>tivc 
Reasonings. The Paralogism (paralogismns) is 
properly a syllogism of whose falsehood the em- 
ployer is not himself conscious ; the Sophism 
{sojyhisma, captio, cavillatid) is properly a false 
VOL, I. 2 F 
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syllogism, fabricated and employed for the pur- 
pose of deceiving others. The term Fallacy may 
be applied indifferently in either sense. These 
distinctions arc, however, frequently confounded ; 
nor, in a logical relation, arc they of account. 
Fal.se Syllogi.sms are, again, vicious, either in 
respect of their form or of their matter, or in 
respect of both form and matter. “ 

In regard to the first distinction contained in this 
paragraph, — of Syllogisms into Correct or True and 
Incorrect or False, — it is requisite to .say a few words. 
It is necessary to distinguish logical truth, that is, the 
truth which Logic guarantees in a reasoning, from the 
absolute truth of the several judgments of which a 
reasoning is composed. I have frequently inculcated 
that Logic does not warrant the truth of its premises, 
except in so far as these may be the formal conclu- 
sions of anterior reasonings, — it only warrants (on 
the hypothesis that the premises are truly assumed) 
the truth of the inference. In this view the conclu- 
sion may, as a separate proposition, be true, but if this 
truth be not a necessaiy consequence from the pre- 
mises, it is a false conclusion, that is, in fact no con- 
clusion at all. Now on this point there is a doctrine 
prevalent among logicians, which is not only erroneou.s, 
but, if admitted, subversive of the distinction of 
Logic as a purely formal scienca The doctrine in 
question is in its re.sult this, — that if the conclusion 
of a syllogism be true, the premises may be either true 
or false, but that if the conclusion be false, one or 
both of the premises must be false ; in other words, 
that it is possible to infer true from fal.se, but not 

a Knig, Lviik, S 115.— Ed. 
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false from true. As an example of this I have seen 
given the following syllogism : — 

Aristotle is a Roman; 

A Roman is a Euroijean ; 

Therefore, Aristotle is a European. 

The inference, in so far as expressed, is true ; but I 
would remark that the whole inference which the 
premises necessitate, and which the conclusion, there- 
fore, virtually contains, is not true, — is false. For the 
premises of the preceding syllogism gave not only the 
conclusion, Aristotle is a European, but also the con- 
clusion, Aristotle is not a Greek ; for it not merely 
follow's from the premises, that Aristotle is conceived 
under the universal notion of which the concept /iomayi 
forms a particular sphere, but likewise that he is con- 
ceived as excluded from all the other particular spheres 
which arc contained under that universal notion. The 
consideration of the truth of the premise, Aristotle 
is a Roman, is, how'ever, more properly to be regard- 
ed as extralogical ; but if so, then the consideration 
of the conclusion, Aristotle is a European, on any 
other view than a mere formal inference from certain 
given antecedents, is, likewise, extralogical. Logic is 
only concerned with the formal truth, — the technical 
validity, — of its syllogisms, and anything beyond the 
legitimacy of the consequence drawn from certain 
hypothetical antecedents, it does not profess to vindi- 
cate. Logical truth and falsehood are thus contained 
in the correctness and incorrectness of logical in- 
ference ; and it was, therefore, with no impropriety 
that wo made a true or correct, and a false or in- 
correct .syllogism convertible expressions." 

o Cf. Essct, Loyii; § 109. — Ed. 
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In regard to the distinction of Incorrect Syllogisms . 
into Paralogisms and Sophisms, nothing need be said. 
The mere statement is sufficiently manifest ; and, at 
the same time, it is not of a logical import. For 
Logic does not regard the intention with which rea- 
sonings are employed, but considers exclusively their 
internal legitimacy. But while the distinction is one, 
in other respects, proper to be noticed, it must be 
owned that it is not altogether without a logical value. 
For it behoves us to discriminate those artificial 
sophisms, the criticism of which requires a certain 
acquaintance with logical forms, and which, as a play 
of ingenuity and an exercise of acuteness, are not 
without their interest, from those paralogisms which, 
though not so artificial, arc on that account only the 
more frequent causes of error and delusion. 

The last distinction is, however, logically more im- 
jiortant, viz., of reasonings, 1®, Into such as are mate- 
rially fallacious, that is, through the object-matter of 
their propositions ; 2°, Into such as are formally falla- 
cious, that is, through the manner or form in which 
these propositions are connected ; and, 3°, Into such as 
are at once materially and formally fallacious. Material 
Fallacies lie beyond the jurisdiction of Logic. Formal 
Fallacies can only be judged of by an application of 
those rules in the exposition of which we have hither- 
to been engaged. 

The application of these rules will afford the oppor- 
tunity of adducing and resolving some of the more 
capital of those Sophisms, which owe their origin to 
the ingenuity of the ancient Greeks. “ Many of these 
sophisms appear to us in the light of a mere play of 
wit and acuteness, and we are left to marvel at the 
interest which they originally excited, at the celebrity 
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which they obtained, and at the importance attached 
to them by some of the most distinguished thinkers 
of antiquity. The marvel wUl, however, be in some 
degree abated, if we take the following circumstances 
into consideration. 

“ In the first place, in the earlier ages of Greece the 
method of science was in its infancy, and the laws of 
thought were not yet investigated with the accuracy 
and minuteness requisite to render the detection of 
these fallacies a very easy matter. Howbeit, there- 
fore, men had an obscure consciousness of their fal- 
lacy, they could not at once point out the place in 
which the error lay ; they were thus taken aback, 
confounded, and constrained to silence. 

“ In the second place, the treatment of scientific 
subjects was more oral and social than with us ; and 
the form of instruction principally that of dialogue 
and conversation. In antiquity, men did not isolate 
themselves so much in the retirement of their homes ; 
and they read far less than is now necessary in the 
modem world : consequently, with those who had a 
taste for seience, the necessity of social communication 
was greater and more urgent. In their converse on 
matters of scientific interest, acuteness and pro- 
fundity were perhaps less conducive to distinction 
than vivacity, Avit, dexterity in questioning and in 
the discovery of objections, self-posse.ssion, and a 
confident and imcompromising defence of bold, half- 
true, or even erroneous assertions. Through such 
means a very superficial intellect can frequently, even 
with us, puzzle and put to silence another far acuter 
and more profound. But, among the Greeks, the 
Sophists and Megaric philosophers were accomplished 
masters in these arts. 
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i.ECT. “ In the third place, as wc know from Aristotle and 
Diogenes Laertius,® it was the rule in their dialogical 
disputations, that every question behoved to be an- 
swered by a yes or a no, and thus the interrogator 
hud it in his power to constrain his adversary always 
to move in a foreseen, and, consequently, a deter- 
minate, direction. Thus the Sophisms were somewhat 
similar to a game at forfeits, or like the passes of a 
conjuror, which amuse and astonish for a little, but 
the marvel of which vanishes the moment we under- 
stand the principle on which they are performed.”^ 

As the various fallacies arise from secret violation 
of the logicjU laws by which the different classes of 
syllogisms are governed, and as syllogisms are Cate- 
gorical, or Hypothetical, or Disjunctive, or Hypothe- 
tico-disjunctive, we may properly consider Fallacies 
under these four heads, as transgressions of the syl- 
logistic laws in their special application to the several 
kinds of syllogism. 


Par. LX.WII. 
Fallacies, — 
tbeir divi* 

■ioD and 

cloBsifica- 

tiuD. 


H LXXVII. The Syllogistic Laws dcterrrrine, in 
reference to all the classes of Syllogism, the three 
following principles ; and all Fallacies arc viola- 
tions of one or other of these principles, in rela- 
tion to one or other class of syllogism. 

I. If both the Logical Form and the Matter of 
a syllogism be correct, then is the Conclusion 
true. 

II. If the syllogism be Materially Correct, but 
Formally Incorrect, then the Conclusion is not (or 
only accidentally) true. 


a Arist. Soph. Eknck., c. 17 ; La- 0 Bochmann, LogiJc, § 3S4, ]>. 
ertiiu, L. ii. c. 18, § 1.35. The refer- 513. 
oncee arc giveo by Ilachmaiin. — Eh). 
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III. If the syllogism be Formally Correct, but lect. 

Materially Ineorrect, then the Conelusion is not L 

(or only accidentally) true. 

Fallacies, as violations of the.se principles in 
more immediate reference to one or other of the 
Four Classes of Syllogism, must again be vicious 
in reference cither to the form, or to the matter, 
or to both the form and matter of a syllogism. 

Fallacies are thus again divided into Formal and 
Material, under which classes we shall primarily 
arrange them. 

^ LXXV^Ill. Of Formal Fallacies, the Catego- p»r. lx.wui. 
rical are the most frequent, and of these, those raiiKic 
whose vice lies in having four in place of three 
terms {quaternioue iermino7'um) ; for this, in 
consequence of the ambiguity of its expression, 
does not immediately betray itself. Under this 
genus are comprised three species, which are 
severally known under the names of, V, Fallacia 
sensus compositi et divisi ; 2“, Fallacia a diclo 
secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter, et vice 
versa ; 3°, Fallacia figurce dictionis. 

“ That in a categorical syllogism only three terms EipUca- 
are admissible, has been already shown. A categori- 
cal syllogism with four capital notions has no con- 
uection ; and is called, by way of jest, the logical onm. 
quadruped {animal quadrupes logicum). This vice 
usually occurs when the notions arc in reality differ- 
ent, but when their difference is cloaked by the ver- 
bal identity of the terms ; for, otherwise, it would be 
too transparent to deceive either the rcasoner himself 
or any one else. This vice may, however, be of various 


Digitized by Google 


45C 


LECTUIIES ON LOGIC. 


LECT. 

XXIII. 


1. Fallacxa 
it n$H4 com* 
fxitLti tt 
divi$L 


McmIcs of 
thitFallacj. 


kinds, and of these there arc, as stated, three principal 
species. 

“The first is ihcFallacia sensus compositi et divisi , — 
the Fallacy of Com 2 )osition and Division."’ This arises 
when, in the same syllogism, we employ words now 
collectively, now distributively, so that what is true 
in connection, we infer must be also true in separa- 
tion, and vice versa ; as, for example : — All must sin ; 
Cains sins; therefore, Cains must sin.” ^ Here we 
argue, from the unavoidable liability in man to sin, 
that this particular sin is necessary, and for this indi- 
vidual sinner. “ This fallacy may arise in different 
ways. 1°, It may arise when the predicate is joined 
with the subject in a simple and in a modal relation. 
For example, — White can he (i. e. become) black, 
therefore white can be black. — 2°, It may arise from 
the confusion of a copulative and disjunctive combin- 
ation. Thus, — 9 consists or is made upof7 + 2, which 
are odd and even numbers, therefore 9 is odd and 
even. — 3°, It may arise, if words connected in the pre- 
mises are disjoined in the conclusion. Thus, — Socrates 
is dead, therefore Socrates is.” 

An example of the first of these contingencies, — 
that which is the most frequent and dangerous, — 
occurs when, from its universality, a proposition must 
be interpreted with restriction. Thus, when our 
Saviour says. The blind shaM see, — The deaf shall heu7\ 
he does not mean that the blind, as blind, shall see, — 


a [See FonsecA, InttU, L. 

viii, c. V. p. 106, Ingolstadii, 1604.] 

$ Krug, Logik, g 116, p. 420. — 
Ki). [On the distinction of Scmu* 
CompOMxti ci so famous in the 

question of foreknowledge and lib- 
erty, see its history in Uuiz, Com- 
mcHtarii ac DispuUUumct, de Scientia, 


dc IdeiSf de VerHaU^ oc de Vita Dei, 
Disp. xxziii. p. 261 et teq. Alvarez, 
in Gale, PhilosopKia GencraUs, L. 
iii. c. iii. sect. 2, § 8, p. 466.] 
y [Denzinger,] [Die Logik ah 
Wissenschaft der Denkkanst, dar- 
gestelU, § 558, Bamberg, 1836. — 
Ko.] 
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that the deaf, as deaf, shall hear, but only that those i-ect. 

who had been blind and deaf should recover the use 

of these senses. To argue the opposite would be to 
incur the fallacy in question. 

The second fallacy is that A dicto secundum quid ad ^ 
dictum simpliciter, and its converse,.4 dicto simpliciter 
ad dictum secundum quid. The former of these, — the <«»• 

^ . . • • . cittr^ aoii its 

fallacy yl dicto secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter, — convcrw. 
arises when from what is true only under certain modi- 
fications and relations, we infer it to be true absolutely. 

Thus, if from the fact that some Catholics hold the 
infallibility of the Pope, we should conclude that the 
infallibility of the Pope is a tenet of the Catholic 
Church in general. The latter, the fallacy a dicto 
simpliciter ad dictum secundum quid, is the opposite 
sophism, where from what is true absolutely we con- 
clude what is true only in certain modifications and 
relations, — as, for example, when from the premise 
that Man is a living organism, we infer that A 
painted oi' sculptured man is a living organism.'^ 

The third fallacy, — theSophisma figures dictionis, — 
arises when we merely play with the ambiguity of a 
word. The well-known syllogism, Mus syllaha est ; 

Mus caseum rodit ; Ergo, syllaha caseum rodit,^ is 
an example ; or, 

Herod is a fox; 

A fox is a rpiadruped ; 

Ttiereforc, Herod is a quadruped. 

To this fallacy may be reduced what are called the 
Sophisma equivocationis, the Sophisma amphibolies, 
and the Sophisma accentus,'* which are only con- 
temptible modifications of this contemptible fallacy. 

sCL Denzinger, |.504. — E^. y On these fallacies, see Dcozingur, 

S Seneca, KpUt., 48. — Ed. Logik, gj 559, 5C0, 561 . — Ed. 
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T LXXIX. Of Material Fallacies, those arc of 
the most frequent occurrence, where from a pre- 
mise which is not in reality univemal, we conclude 
uuivei-sally ; or from a notion which is not in 
reality a middle term, we infer a conclusion. 
Under this genus there are various sjxieies of 
fallacies, of which the most remarkable are, 1°, 
the Soj)liisi)ia cum hoc {vel post hoc), ergo projr- 
ter hoc ; 2°, Sophisma pigmm, or ignava ratio ; 
3’, Sophisma pohjzeteseos ; and 4°, SophismM Jtet- 
erozeteseos.'^ 


K»piica- In this paragraph you will observe that there are 
Eanacira of given two genera of Material Fallacies, — those of 
t“nivo™i- an Unreal Universality {sophismata jictee universali- 
an’in^tivo tatis), and those of an Illusive Reason {sophismata 
KoiuoD, nnjdii, or non caiuuB ut causa). I must first 

explain the nature of these, considered apart; then 
show that they both fall together, the one being 
only the categorical, the other only the hypothetical 
expression of the same vice ; and, finally, consider 
the various species into which the generic fallacy is 
subdivided. 

1. Of an “ Our decisions concerning individual objects, in so 

Unreal Uni- „ , , , • , 

vonaiity. far US they belong to certain classes, are very fre- 
quently fallacies of the former kind ; that is, conclu- 
sions from premises of an unreal universality. For 
example: — The Jews are rogues — The Carthaginiaiui, 
faithless — The Cretans, liars — Th,e French, hraga- 
docios — The Germans, mystics — The rich, purse- 
proud — The noble, haughty — Women, frivolous — 
The learned, pedants. — These and similar judgments, 
which in general are true only of many, — at best only 

a Cf. Krug, Lu<jik, § 117. — Ea. 
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of the majority, of the subjects of a class, often con- lect. 

stitute, however, the grounds of the opinions we form 1- 

of individuals; so that these opinions, with their 
grounds, when expressed as conclusion and premises, 
are nothing else tlian fallacies of an unreal generality, 

— sophismata jictee universalitatis. It is impossible, 
however, to decide by logical rules, whether a proposi- 
tion, such as those above stated, is or is not universally 
valid ; in this, experience alone can instruct us. Logic 
requires only, in general, that every sumption should 
be universally valid, and leaves it to the several 
sciences to pronounce whether this or that particular 
sumption does or does not fulfil this indispensable 
condition.”* The sojyhisma fictee universalitatis is 
thus a fallacious syllogism of the class of categoricals. 

But the second kind of material fallacies, the ^of^Unrcai 
sophisms of Unreal Middle, are not less frequent than 
those of unreal universality. When, for example, it 
is argued, (as was done by ancient philosophers), that 
the magnet is animated, because it moves another 
body, or that the stars are animated, because they 
move themselves here there is assumed not a true, 
but merely an apparent, reason, there is, consequently, 
no real mediation, and the sophisma falsi medii is 
committed. For, in these cases, the conclusion in the 
one depends on the sumption, — If a body moves an- 
other body, it is animated ; in the other, on the sump- 
tion, — If a body moves itself it is animated^ but as 
the antecedent and consequent in neither of these 
sumptions axe really connected as reason and conse- 
quent, — or as cause and effect, — there is, therefore, 
no valid inference of the conclusion.^ The sophisma 


a Knig, Lo(jik, § 117, Anm., p. 
422.— Ed. 


0 Cf. Krug, LogUc, p. 423. — 
Ed. 
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non causae nt causae is thus an hyi>othetical syllogism ; 
but, as it may be categorically enounced, this fallacy 
iiic raii»cic» q£ unreal reason will coincide with the categorieal fal- 
lacy of unreal universality. Thus, the second example 
univer- above alleged — 

'1'^ CO* ~ 

If the stars vioce themselves, they are animated ; 

But the stars do 7>iovc themselves ; 

Therefore, the stars are animated ; 


is thus expressed by a categorical equivalent : — 

All bodies that move themselves are animated ; 
But the stars move themselves; 

Therefore, the stars arc animated. 


In the one case, the sumption ostensibly contains the 
subsumption and conclusion, as the correlative parts 
of a causal whole ; in the other, as the correlative 
parts of an extensive whole, or, had the categorical 
syllogism been so cast, of an intensive whole. The 
two genera of sophisms may, therefore, it is evident, 
be considered as one, — taking, however, in their par- 
ticular manifestation, either a categorical or an hypo- 
thetical form. 

Kaiuc| of I may notice that the sophism of Unreal Generality 
Reason as 01* Unreal Reason, is hardly more dangerous in its posi- 
tive than in its negative relation. For we are not 
iup“it“vo more disposed lightly to assume as absolutely uni- 
“ versal, what is universal in relation to our experience, 
than lightly to deny as real, what comes as an excep- 
tion to our factitious general law. Thus it is that 
men having once generalised their knowledge into a 
compact system of laws, are found uniformly to deny 
the reality of all phaenomena which cannot be compre- 
hended under these. They not only pronounce the 
laws they have generalised as veritable laws of nature. 


Digitized by Google 



LECTUKES ON LOGIC. 


461 


which, haply, they may be, but they pronounce that lect. 

there are no higher laws ; so that all which does not L 

at once find its place within their systems, they scout 
without examination as visionary and fictitious. So 
much for this ground of fallacy in general ; we now 
proceed to the species. 

Now, as unreal reasons may be conceived infinite sp«iM of 
in number, the minor species of this class of sophisms 
cannot be enumerated ; I shall, therefore, only take ” 
notice of the more remarkable, of those which, in conse- 
quence of their greater notoriety, have been honoured 
with distinctive appellations. 

The first is the Sophisma cum hoc {vel post hoc), k sophu- 
ei'go propter hoc. This fallacy arises, when, from 
the contingent consecution of certain phsenomena 
in the order of time, we infer their mutual dependence 
as cause and efiect. When, for example, among the 
ancient Romans, a general, without carefully consult- 
ing the augurs, engaged the enemy, and suffered a 
defeat ; it was inferred that the cause of the disaster 
was the unfavourable character of the auspices. In 
like manner, to this sophism belongs the conclusion, so 
long prevalent in the world, that the appearance of a 
comet was the harbinger of famine, pestilence, and 
war. In fact, the greater number of the hypotheses 
which constitute the history of physics and philosophy, 
are only so many examples of this fallacy. But no 
science has exhibited, and exhibits, so many flagrant 
instances of the sophism cum hoc, ergo propter hoc, 
as that of medicine ; for, in proportion as the connec- 
tion of cause and effect is pecubarly obscure in physic, 
physicians have only been the bolder in assuming that 
the recoveries which followed after their doses, were 
not concomitants but effects. This sophism is, in 
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practice, of great influence and very frequent occur- 
rence ; it is, however, in theory, too perspicuous to 
require illustration. 

The second fallacy is that which has obtained the 
name of Ic/nava ratio, or Sophisma piijrum , — in Greek, 
etpyos Xoyo5.“ The excogitation of this argument is 
commonly attributed to the Stoics, by whom it was 
employed as subsidiary to their doctrine of fate. “ It 
is an argument by which a man endeavours to vindi- 
cate his inactivity in some particular relation, by the 
necessity of the consequence. It is an hypothetico- 
di.sjunctive syllogism, and, when fully expressed, is 
as follows : — 

Sumption, I oii/jht to exert myself to effect a certain event, 

this event either must take place or it must 
not ; 

Suksumption, If it must take jilace, my exertion is siijyerjtuoiis ; 

if it must not take jdace, my exertion is of no 
avail; 

Conclusion, Therefore, on either alternative, my exertion is 

useless.’' 

Cicero, in the twelfth chapter of his book, Dc Fato, 
tlius states it : — 

Jf it he fated that you recover from your present disease, whether 
you call in a doctor or not, yon will recover ; again, if it he 
fated that you do not recover from your present disease, 
whether you call in a doctor or not, you mil not recover ; 
Hut erne or other of the. contradictories is fated ; 

Therefore, to call in a doctor is of no consequence. 


Others have enounced the sumption in various form.s, 
for example : — If it be impossible but that you recover 

a Soc Menspc on Tliogcnes Lacr- t. i. De Ixtg. Orig. ct far., L. i. c. 
tins, k ii. p. I2:i.— Kn. [Facciolati, 0. p. 51.] 

eteroafts, v. p. 65. Gassendi, Ojitru, 0 Krug, iopnl, 5 117, p, 421.— El). 


Digitized by Google 



LECTURES OX LOGIC. 


4G3 


from the present disease, See., — or — If it he true that lect. 

you will recover from this disease, — or — If it hedecreed 

by God that you will not die of this disease, and so 
likewise in different manners, according to which like- 
wise the question itself has obtained various titles as 
Argument De Fato — De Possibilibus — De Libero 
Arbitrio — De Providentia — De Divinis Deci'etis — 

De Futuris Contingentihus — De Physica Prtedeter- 
minatione, &c. No controversy is more ancient, 
none more universal, none has more keenly agitated 
the minds of men, none has excited a greater in- 
fluence upon religion and morals ; it has not only 
divided schools, but nations, and has so modified not 
only their opinions but their practice, that whilst the 
Turks, as converts to the doctrine of Fate, take not 
the slightest precaution in the midst of pestilence, 
other nations, on the contrary, who admit the contin- 
gency of second causes, carry their precautionary 
policy to an opposite excess. 

The common doctrine, that this argument is an III hiitor>'. 
invention of the Stoics, and a ground on which they 
rested t&eir doctrine of the physical necessitation of 
human action, is, however, erroneou.s, if we may 
accord credit to the testimony of Diogenes Laertius, 
who relates, in the Life of Zeno, the founder of this 
sect, that he bestowed a sum of two hundred minm 
on a certain dialectician, from whom he had learned 
seven species of the argument called the \oyo? depl- 
metens, or reaper, — which differs little, if at all, 
from the ignava ratio.'' For how this .sophism is con- 
structed, and with what intent, I find recorded in the 
commentary of Ammonius on the book of Aristotle 

a Sec Laertius, vii. 25. The ob- cinUti, v. p, 57, cd. 1750. 

Ht-rvatinn in the text in from Fac* — En. 
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Ilepl 'Epfj.rjvela^.’' Of the same character, likewise, 
is the argument called the Xoyos Kvpievaiv, the ratio 
dominans, or controlling reason, the process of which 
Arrian describes under the nineteenth chapter of the 
second book of the sayings of Epictetus.^ The lazy 
reason, — the reaper, — and th£ controlling reason, are 
thus only various names for the same process. 

In regard to the vice of this sophism, “ it is mani- 
fest that it lies in the sumption, in which the disjunct 
members are imperfectly enounced. It ought to have 
been thus conceived — If I ought to exert myself to 
cflFcct a certain event, which I cannot, however, of 
myself effect, this event must either take place from 
other causes, or it must not take place at aU. It is 
only under such a condition that my exertion can on 
either alternative be useless, and not if the event 
depend wholly or in part for its accomplishment on 
my exertion itself, as the conditio sine qua non.""^ It 
is plain, however, that the refutation of this sophism 
does not at all affect the doctrine of necessity ; for 
this doctrine, except in its very absurdest form, — 
the Fatum Turcicum, — makes no use of such a rea- 
soning. 

“ The third fallacy is the Sopdiisma polyzeteseos 
or queestionis duplicis, — the sophism of continuous 
qu€Stio7iing, which attempts, from the impossibility of 
assigning the limit of a relative notion, to show by 
continued interrogation the impossibility of its deter- 
mination at all. There are certain notions which arc 

a F. 91 b, ed. Aid. Venet., 1546. not exi>lained, by Lucian, Vil, yiuH. 
— Ed. c. 22; Plutarch, Sympon.^x. 1, 5; 

B The porpoae of tliis sophism Gellius, N.A,, i. 2. Comjxiro Fac- 
may Ikj gathered from Arrian, but ciolati, Acroascs, v. p. 57 . — Ed. 
not the nature of the argument it- y Knig, Loyik^ p. 424 . — Ed. 
self. It is also mentioned, though 
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only conceived as relative, — as proportional, and whose lect. 

limits we cannot, therefore, assign by the gradual 1- 

addition or detraction of one determination. But 
there is no consequence in the proposition, that, if 
a notion cannot be determined in this manner, it is 
incapable of all determination, and, therefore, abso- 
lutely inconceivable and nuU.”“ Such is the Sorites, u* v»riou» 
the nature of w'hich I have already explained to you. tion^ 
This reasoning, as applied to various objects, obtained 
various names, as, besides the Sorites or Acervus, we 
have the cresceiis ,^ — the ^oXa/tpos or calvus ,"* — the 
vn-ep0erocd?, superpositus or superlativus ,^ — the ^<rv- 
xd^cav or quiescens, &c. &c.* The Sorites is well de- 
fined by Ulpian,f a sophism in which, by very small 
degrees, the disputant is brought from the evidently 
true to the evidently false. For example, I ask. Does 
one grain of corn make up a heap of grain 1 My op- 
ponent answers, — No. I then go on asking the same 
question of two, three, four, and so on ad infinitum, 
nor can the respondent find the number at which the 
grains begin to constitute a heap. On the other hand, 
if we depart from the answer, — that a thousand grains 
make a heap, the interrogation may be continued 
downward to unity, and the answerer be unable to 
determine the limit where the grains cease to make 
up a heap. The same process may be performed, it is 


a Knig, Logik, § 117.— Ed. 
a Wyttenbaoh, Ad PUitarch. De 
Sera ffitm. Vind., p. 669; Prwxpta 
Phil. Log., p. iii. c. 9, § 4 . — Ed. 

y Diog. Laert., ii. 108. Of. Gai- 
aendi, De Log. Orig., c. 3 . — Ed. 

S Epictetos, Diseert., iii 2, 2. Aa 
interpreted by Gasaendi, De Log. 
Orig., c. 6. Dot the tme reading ia 
probably ^a8(TiKot/s. See Schwcig- 
hamaer’s note. — E d. 

VOL. 1. 


« Cicero, Acad. , ii. 29. Epictctua, 
Diseert., ii. 18, IS — Ed. 

( Lege, 177. De Verb. Signif. : 
“ Natora cavillationia, qnam Gneci 
atepelnir appellamnt, hiec eat, nt ab 
ea ab evidenter veria per breviaaimaa 
mutationea diapntatio ad ea qun 
evidentnr falaa annt perducatnr.” 
Quoted by Gaaaendi, De Log. Orig. 
et Var., c. 3, Oj>era, t. i. p. 41, and 
by Menage, Ad. Laert. ii 108 . — Ed. 

2 G 
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manifest, upon all the notions of proportion, in space 
and time and degree, both in continuous and discrete 
quantity.® 

The fourth and last fallacy of this class is the 
sophisma heterozeteseos, or sophism of counter-ques- 
tioning f and, as applied to various objects, it obtained, 
among the ancients, the names of the Dilemma,’’' — the 
Cornutus,^ — the Litigiosus, — the Achilles* — the Men- 
tiens,^ — theFallens,^ — theElectra,^ — theObvelatus ,* — 
the Reciprocus,^ — the Crocodilinvs,*- — the ouris,'* — the 
Inductio imperfecta;' and to this should also be re- 
ferred the Ass of Buridanus.( “ It is a hypothetico- 
disjunctive reasoning, which rests on a certain suppo- 
sition, and which, through a reticence of this supposi- 
tion, deduces a fallacious inference. To take, for an 
example of this fallacy, the Kepdrtvo; or Comutus : — 
it is asked ; — Have you cast your horns ? — If you 
answer, I have ; it is rejoined. Then you have had 
horns : if you answer, I have not, it is rejoined. Then 
you have them still.” — To this question, and to the 
inferences from it, the disjunctive proposition is sup- 
posed, — A certain subject has either had horns or has 
them still. This disjunction is, however, only correct 


a Krug, Logik, § 117. — Ed. 
a [See Gassendi, Opera, t i. Ue 
Log. Orig. et I'ar., c. G, p. 51.] 
y Hermogenes, De Invent., L. iv., 
and rrokg. ad Hennogenem. See 
VValz's Rlietores Graxi, vol. iii. p. 

107, iv. p. 14 . — Ed. 

! Seneca, £pis/.,4d. Menage, Ad 
Diog. Laert., L. u. 108 . — Ed. 

I Diog. Laert., L. ix. 23. Aris- 
totle, Phya, vi. 9 . Soph. EUnuJe., 
24.— Ed. 

( Menage, Ad Diog. Laert., I.. ii. 

108. Cicero, Acad., ii. 29 . — Ed. 

Tj Diog. Laert., ii. 108. — Eu. 

e Lucian, Vit. AucC., g 22. Cf. 


Menage, Ad Diog. Laert., L. iL 108. 
— Ed. 

1 Menage, ibid. — Ed. 

K Aldus Gellius, N.A., L. v. c. 10, 
11.— Ed. 

\ Lucian, 1. e. Quintilian, Inst. 
Orat,, I 10, 5. Cf. Menage, Ad 
Diog. Laert., L. ii. 108 . — Ed. 

P Ammonius, Ad Arinl. CaUg., 
1. 58. Cf. Menage, loc. cit. — Ed. 

» Cicero, De inrentione, L. i. c. 
31.— Ed. 

( Sec Denzinger, Logii, | 571, 
from whom these designations are 
taken. IXieTs }Vorks, p. 238. — Ed. 
o Diog. Laert., vii. 187.— Ed. 
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if the question is concemine a subject to which horns lect. 

previously belonged. If I do not suppose this, the 1 

disjunction is false ; it must, consequently, thus run : 

— a certain subject has either had or not had horns. 

In the latter case they could not of course be cast. 

The alternative inferences {then you have had them, or 
then you have them still) have no longer ground or 
plausibility.” “ To take another instance in the Liti- Tho LiUtio- 
giosus or Reciprocus. Of the history of this famous ”*■ 
dilemma there are two aceounts, the Greek and the 
Roman. The Roman account is given us by Aulus 
Gellius,^* and is there told in relation to an action 
between Protagoras, the prince of the Sophists, and The owe of 
Euathlus, a young man, his diseiple. The disciple had La*Sh- 
covenanted to give his master a large sum to accom- 
plish him as a legal rhetorician ; the one half of the 
sum was paid down, and the other was to be paid on 
the day when Euathlus should plead and gain his 
first cause. But when the scholar, after the due 
course of preparatory instruction, was not in the same 
hurry to commence pleader, as the master to obtain 
tho remainder of his fee, Protagoras brought Euathlus 
into eourt, and addressed his opponent in the follow- 
ing reasoning : — Learn, most foolish of young men, 
that however matters may turn up, — (whether the 
decision to-day be in your favour or against you), — 
pay me my demand you must. For if the judgment 
be against you, I shall obtain the fee by decree of the 
court, and if in your favour, I shall obtain it in terms 
of the compact, by which it became due on the very 
day you gained your first cause. You thus must 
fail, either by judgment or by stipulation. To this 
Euathlus rejoined : — Most sapient of masters, learn 

a Krug, Loffik, p. 425.— £o. S L. v. c. 10. 
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from your own argument, that whatever may be the 
finding of the court, absolved I must be from any 
claim by yoiL For if the decision be favourable, I 
pay nothing by the sentence of the judges, but if 
unfavourable, I pay nothing in virtue of the compact, 
because, though pleading, I shall not have gained my 
cause. The judges, says Gellius, unable to find a 
ratio decidendi, adjourned the case to an indefinite 
day, and ultimately left it undetermined. I find a 
parallel story told, among the Greek writers, by Arsen- 
ins, by the Scholiast of Hermogenes, and by Suidas," 
of the rhetorician Corax {anglice Crow) and his scholar 
Tisias. In this case the judges got off by delivering 
a joke against both parties, instead of a decision in 
favour of either. We have here, they said, the plaguy 
egg of a plaguy crow, and from this circumstance is 
said to have originated the Greek proverb, kokov Kopa- 

KO^ KaKOV 0)6v. 

Herewith we terminate the First Great Division of 
Pure Logic, — Stoicheiology or the Doctrine of Ele- 
ments. 

a [Prolegomena to Hermogenes, 314 ; quoted by Sigwiirt, Logik, | 
in Wain's Rhetoru Gran, tom. iv. 333, p. 211, 3d edit. Snidas, quoted 
pp. 13, 14. Araenii Violctum, edit, by Sehottns, Atiayia Oraxorum, p. 
Walz, Stuttgard, 1832, pp. 313, 450, 1012.] 
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